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Abstract 
Previous researches on the spoken languages have considerably focused on 
the correlation between causativity and unaccusativity, for they are assumed to 
involve in the interaction of morphology, semantics and syntax. This study aims at 
analyzing causative/unaccusative alternation in Hong Kong Sign Language (HKSL) 
within the framework of argument structure. It attempts to examine whether 
transitive/causative verbs in HKSL have unaccusative counterparts, where the 
alternation involves changes in the syntactic expression of the arguments as well as 
the semantic properties of the verbs. In this thesis, it is argued that causative 
alternation is observed only when a human volitional agent is involved as the 
external argument. Similar to Kegl's (1985, 1990) findings, a HANDLE classifier, 
which entails the involvement of a volitional agent, is associated with the 
causative/transitive variants. A size and shape specifier (SASS), on the other hand, is 
adopted in the unaccusative/intransitive counterparts: 
(1) 'A boy bounced a ball.' 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: B0UNCE_A_3D_ROUND_OBJECT [HANDLE: 
(2) ‘A ball bounced.’ 
BALL CL: A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT_B0UNCE [SASS: 
Some verbs in HKSL, however, do not have their lexical causative 
counterparts. Interestingly, the causative constructions must be realized in serial verb 
constructions (SVCs), in which the internal argument is shared by two verbal 
predicates. In addition, unlike what we observe in the spoken languages, no 
causative alternation has been taken place when verbs select natural forces or 
instruments as the external argument in HKSL. The eventualities, including the 
causing event and the resulting state, are expressed by two verbal predicates 
associated with the SASS classifiers. 
(3) ‘The wind blew over a dustbin and as a result the dustbin 
overturned.' 
D H： (WIND) BLOW [SASS:{V] 
B H： RUBBISH-CYLINDER \ CL: A_ CYLINDERICAL 
J OBJECT-OVERTURN 
/ [SASS： fr/^] 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_0BJECT [SASS: 丨 
Besides, unlike Kegl's (1985，1990) findings, this study argues that non-
manual features do not play an important role in causative alternation in HKSL. We 
further propose that the causative morpheme is abstractly marked in HKSL, and it is 
assumed to posit in the light v of vp. This thesis also argues that the HANDLE 
classifier and SASS classifier are functional categories that occupy the head of a 
functional projection VCLP, which encodes agentivity. It is proved that the existence 
of such a functional projection helps maintain the general distinction between the 
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Chapter 1 ： Introduction 
1.1 Introduction 
This chapter aims at giving a general overview about research literature on 
causativity and unaccusativity in spoken languages. Section 1.1 contains a brief 
introduction to the notions of causativity and causative constructions across 
languages. A typology of causative alternations will be examined in Section 1.2. 
The research focus of this study will also be given in Section 1.3 
1.1.1 Causativity and the causative constructions 
To understand how causative alternation involves the interaction of 
morphology, semantics and syntax, one first needs to examine the correlation 
between causativity and causative constructions. Cross-linguistic observations 
reveal that there exist some grammatical devices which express the various semantic 
notions generally referred to as "causativity. These devices may be morphological 
in nature, such as prefixal or suffixal conflation to the verb stems, or alternations in 
voicing or tone. Others may be syntactic in nature, in which an auxiliary verb or a 
particle may carry a causative meaning. In linguistics, the notion of causativity 
refers to a complex event structure that consists of two subevents, the activity and 
the resulting state' (Vendler 1967; Dowty 1979; Grimshaw 1990), in which there is a 
causal relation between the two subevents. Generally, three types of causative 
1 Hale and Keyser (1986) adopt a similar notion that causativity denotes a complex structure event 
which composes a causing subevent and a central subevent. The causing subevent is often 
associated with an external argument that brings the internal argument to undergo a change of state. 
The central subevent, on the other hand, has the characteristic that it can be realized without the 
participation of the external argument. It is often associated with the theme or patient only. 
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constructions can be traced to render a causative meaning in languages, namely the 
analytic/periphrastic causatives, the lexical causatives and the morphological 
causatives. The first category is formed with the use of an auxiliary causative verb 
to render the causative meaning. The auxiliary causative verb is usually juxtaposed 
with a separate verbal element in the construction. Examples of analytic causatives 
are shown in (la) to (lb): 
(la) I made the ice melt. 
(lb) Jean a fait Marie pleurer 
Jean make-past Marie cry 
‘Jean made Mary cry， 
(la) is the English example in which the overt causative verb make renders the 
causing meaning; while in (lb) fait is the verb that encodes the causing meaning in 
French. In these instances, the overt causative verbs are the matrix verbs which are 
juxtaposed with the infinitive verbs such as melt in (la) or pleurer in (lb). 
The instances of (2a)-(2b) are the lexical causative constructions in which 
the causative meaning is morphologically rendered by a single overt lexical 
causative verb such as open in (2a) or a lexical verbal compound such as yian-si 
‘dfown-dead, in (2b). In literature, it is generally assumed that the lexical causative 
sentences such as (2a) can be roughly paraphrased to its corresponding productive 
causative forms as ‘John caused the door to become open,, which bear the 
synonymy relation with lexical causatives? On the other hand, (2b) can be 
2 Some linguists such as Kachru (1971) and Shibatani (1973) argue that there may be some distinction 
between periphrastic causatives and lexical causatives. For instance, the English periphrastic 
causative with make as the main verb is normally used only in situations involving direct causation, 
while the lexical causative is used in situations involving indirect causation. For detailed, readers 
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paraphrased as (2c) in which an overt causative marker ba ‘make, in Mandarin 
Chinese is used to render the causative meaning. 
(2a) John opened the door. 
(2b) Da yu yian-si le santou niu 
The heavy rain drown-dead ASP three-CL cows 
‘The heavy rain drowned three cows and as a result they died.' 
(2c) Da yu ba santou niu yian-si le 
The heavy rain make three-CL cows drown-dead ASP 
‘The heavy rain made three cows drown and as a result they 
died.' 
(Mandarin Chinese) 
Sentences (3a)-(3b) are regarded as the morphological causative 
constructions. The realization of the causative forms in this construction is via 
affixation or cliticization of the causative morphemes to the verb stems. For 
example, the Japanese causative affix sase is attached to the basic form of the 
intransitive verb iku ‘ to go\ forming a causative verb ikaseru ‘cause to go,: in (3a). 
(3 a) Haha ga otoko ni ikasemushita 
Mother subj-marker child obj-marker go-cause-past 
'The mother caused the child to go.' 
(3b) Mina rakennutin talo - n muurarei -11a 
I build-Cause house DO bricklayers Inst. 
'I make the bricklayers build the house.' 
(Comriel976b,p. 273) 
One reason the causative constructions have gained much attention from 
many linguistic works is that they involve some prominent theoretical implications, 
such as the synonym and paraphrase relations between the analytic and lexical 
causatives, as in ‘John caused the door to become open' and ‘John opened the door’ ‘ 
are referred to Shibatani (1973). 
There is a phonological change of the causative affix sase to kase here due to the coda of the verb 
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as exemplified above. Particularly, the lexical causative construction has always 
been a recurring issue in the history of generative grammar, since it involves various 
kinds of transitivity alternations in which there are alternations in the expression of 
arguments at surface structure (S-structure). One of these alternations are causative 
alternations. In the next section, we will provide a typology of causative 
alternations in the spoken languages. 
1.1.2 A typology of causative alternations 
Causative alternations often involve a change of expression of arguments in 
the form of 'NP V NP' alternating with 'NP V (PP)/ where the semantic role of the 
object in the transitive use of the verb is analogous to that of the subject in the 
intransitive use of the verb. For Levin (1993), the transitive use of a verb in 
causative alternations can be roughly paraphrased as ‘cause to V-intransitive\ 
Based on the verb classes in English, Levin identifies three types of causative 
alternations: causative/inchoative alternation, the induced action alternation and 
other instances of causative alternation. The first category is known by a variety of 
other names, including 'anticausative' and 'ergative'. The verbs undergoing such 
kind of alternation are often change of state verbs such as break and open or change 
of position verbs such as roll and move. As suggested by various researchers, the 
intransitive use of these verbs is known as unaccusatives. The subject of the 
stem iku. 
4 The terms NP, V and PP are referred to as N(oun) P(hrase), V(erb) and P(repositional) Phrase 
respectively, 
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intransitive use of the verb often bears the same semantic relation with the verb as 
the object in the transitive use. Examples of causative/inchoative alternation in 
English are exemplified below: 
(4a) John broke the cup./The cup broke. 
(4b) The boy rolled the ball./The ball rolled. 
The second category is found primarily with a subset of the run verbs. It 
contrasts with causative/inchoative alternation in that the object is typically an 
animate volitional entity that is induced to act by the subject which must be an agent 
in the transitive use. In addition, although the subject in the transitive use and the 
object in the intransitive use of the verb share the same semantic role, the intransitive 
use is not unaccusative, but instead unergative. In fact, as claimed by other 
researchers such as Hale & Keyser (1987)，the object of the transitive use in this type 
often maintains a degree of agentiveness，which is uncharacteristic of the object in 
causative/inchoative alternation. For instance, in (5), the entity ‘the horse' can 
jump over the fence by itself without the guide of 'Sylvia'. 
(5a) Sylvia jumped the horse over the fence. 
(5b) The horse jumped over the fence. (Levin 1993，p. 31) 
In contrast to the two former alternations, the characteristic of the third type 
reflects the fact that the range of the object in the transitive use is more limited than 
the subject in their intransitive use, even though both arguments share the same 
semantic relation to the verb. Levin suggests that 'these verbs are in fact basically 
intransitive verbs describing internally caused actions which in certain circumstances 
can be externally caused, giving rise to the transitive use of the verb' (Levin 1993， 
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P.32). For instance, as C.S Smith (1970) argues, one can burp a baby, but not a 
doctor, though both babies and doctors can burp. 
(6a) I burped the baby. 
(6b) The baby burped. (Levin 1993，p. 32) 
Meanwhile, Haspelmath (1993) also offers a typological research on 
causative alternation. But different from Levin, Haspelmath focuses on the ways 
that different languages express causative/inchoative alternation. Following the 
works of Nedjalkov (1969, 1990)，he distinguishes three formal types of typological 
difference in such pairs based on his observation on twenty-one languages: causative, 
anticausative and non-directed alternations. With causative alternation, the 
inchoative form is basic and the causative form is derived. The causative verb may 
be marked by an affix as in (7a), by a causative auxiliary in (7b), or by stem 
modification in (7c): 
(7a) Georgian duy-s 'cook (intr.)' 
fiE-duy-e^s 'cook (tr.)' 
(7b) French fondre 'melt (intr.)， 
faire fondre 'melt (tr.)’ 
(7c) Arabic darasa 'learn' 
darrasa 'teach' 
(Haspelmath 1993, p.91) 
In the anticausative alternation, the inchoative verb is derived from the 
causative verb. Similar to the causative verbs in the causative alternation, the 
derived verb may be marked by an affix in (8a), an anticausative auxiliary or by stem 
modification in (8b) and (8c) respectively: 
(8a) Russian katat'-^yVz 'roll (intr.)' 
katat' 'roll (tr.)' 
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(8b) Lezgian xkaz xun 'rise' 
xkazun 'raise' 
(8c) Hindi-Urdu khul-腿 'open (intr.)' 
khol-naa 'open (tr.)’ 
(Haspelmath 1993, p.91) 
In non-directed alternations, neither the causative nor the inchoative verb is derived 
from the other. These alternations are further subdivided into labile, equipollent 
and suppletive alternations. In labile alternations, as shown in (9), the same verb is 
used both in the causative and inchoative meaning; in equipollent alternations, the 
causative/inchoative pairs are derived from the same stem, by means of different 
affixes as in (10a), different auxiliary verbs as in (10b), or different stem 
modifications as in (10c); in suppletive alternations, different verb roots are used, as 
in (11). 
(9) Modem Greek svino 1) 'go out' 
2) 'extinguish' 
(10a) Japanese atum-arw 'gather (intr.)' 
aXum-eru 'gather (tr.)' 
(10b) Hindi-Urdu sumu honaa 'begin (intr.)' 
suruu karnaa 'begin (tr.)' 
(10c) Lithuanian luzti 'break (intr.)' 
lauzti 'break (tr.)' 
(11) Russian goret’ 'bum (intr.)' 
zee' 'bum (tr.)' 
(Haspelmath 1993, p.91-92) 
Haspelmath observes that the basic-derived relationship in causative 
alternation and anticausative alternation in these languages can be explicated in two 
semantic notions: spontaneous vs externally caused events. He realizes that verbs 
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like break which can describe both spontaneous and externally caused eventualities 
often have the intransitive verbs as the morphologically marked one. Therefore 
these verbs often fall under the anticausative alternation. On the other hand, among 
verbs like laugh which can only describe spontaneous eventualities tend to have the 
transitive member morphologically marked if there is one. Hence, these verbs 
often belong to the group of causative alternation. In light of this, the two notions 
spontaneous and externally caused events contribute to the morphological shape of a 
verb. 
The studies of Levin and Haspelmath provide us with a macro view on how 
causative alternations interacts with semantic, syntax and morphology, despite the 
fact that they perceive this issue from different angles and research perspectives. 
While Levin shows how to distinguish different semantically coherent verb classes 
with respect to various causative alternations that can reflect the meaning of verbs, 
the two notions suggested by Haspelmath also reflect how semantic properties affect 
the morphological shape of the verbs in general. Given that causative alternations 
exhibit such interactions in spoken languages, we want to explore whether signed 
languages, being a natural manifestation of human's linguistic ability, may also 
reflect this kind of phenomenon. Recently, causative/inchoative alternation has also 
been investigated in American Sign Language (ASL), and it is generally assumed 
that such alternation also exhibits the interaction discussed in spoken languages so 
far. Following the work of ASL, our scope of this study, therefore, will focus on 
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how causative/inchoative (unaccusative) pairs in Hong Kong Sign Language are 
realized. Since causative alternations involve various transitive causative verb and 
intransitive verb alternations, we will reserve the term 'causative alternation' for the 
alternation shown by causative/unaccusative pairs for the rest of our study. 
1.2 Research focus: Causative alternation in Hong Kong Sign Language 
It is shown that in ASL, there exists lexical causative variants and 
unaccusative variants which are realized morphologically by what we commonly 
refer to as classifier predicates. Detailed examination of this alternation in ASL 
will be provided in Section 2.4.2. This thesis will focus on how the lexical 
causatives are formed in HKSL within the framework of argument structure, 
particularly it attempts to examine whether the lexical causatives have unaccusative 
counterparts, where the alternation involves changes in syntactic expression of the 
arguments as well as the semantic properties of the verbs. The questions we would 
like to ask about HKSL are, ‘ How are lexical causative verbs and unaccusative 
verbs realized in HKSL?' Given that the verbal predicates in signed languages are 
always associated with classifiers, how are the realizations of such pairs different 
from those in spoken languages in the surface structure? A related issue of this 
question is 'If there is any derivation in causative/unaccusative pairs in HKSL, 
which one is the basic? If not, are the causative and unaccusative variants two 
separate lexical entries in the lexicon?' 
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1.3 Thesis outline 
In this thesis, it will be shown that causative/unaccusative pairs exist in 
HKSL, where they are realized with distinctive classifiers (Section 2.4.1 contains a 
brief introduction of the classifier systems in signed languages). The organization 
of the thesis is as follows: 
In the remaining part of this chapter, a brief introduction to the transcription 
convention will be given. We will also examine recent linguistic research in Hong 
Kong Sign Language. 
Chapter Two contains the theoretical background concerning causative 
alternation within the framework of argument structure. A brief summary of 
previous approaches to causative/unaccusative alternation will be given in Section 
2.1. Examinations of the concept of argument structure (a-structure) and its 
representation of verb types proposed by Grimshaw (1990) and Hale and Keyser 
(1997) will be provided. We will also have a brief discussion on classifiers and 
classifier predicates in signed languages, as well as causative/inchoative alternation 
in ASL in section 2.4. This analysis of classifiers is crouched within the 
'movement as root' hypothesis originally suggested by Supalla (1982) in which the 
movement morpheme is the root of the predicate and the handshape is affixed to the 
root. 
In Chapter Three, a linguistic descriptive account of causative alternation in 
HKSL within the a-stmcture framework will be given. It will be argued that 
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causative/unaccusative alternation is only observed when an animate .entity is 
involved as the external argument. A HANDLE classifier is associated with 
causative/transitive constructions whereas a size and shape specifier (SASS) is 
adopted in the unaccusative/intransitive variants. We further argue that no 
causative alternation is taken place when verbs select non-agentive entities such as 
natural forces and instruments as the external argument. The causative 
constructions, which are associated with the SASS classifiers, are represented in 
serial verb constructions (SVCs). We argue that the classifiers are not the causative 
marker in HKSL. In particular, we propose that there is an abstract [+cause] 
morpheme in the upper v of vp, following the VP shell analysis. 
Chapter Four will be devoted to the relationship of the causative and 
unaccusative verbs in HKSL. The basic assumption is that the lexical causative 
verbs and unaccusative verbs are independent in the lexicon. Verbs would entail a 
causative meaning by merging with the abstract [+cause] feature in the upper v via 
head movement. We would further propose that the HANDLE and SASS classifier 
are functional categories which occupy the head of a functional projection, verbal 
classifier phrase (VCLP). The existence of this projection is proved to help 
explicate the general distinction between the transitive and causative verb structures 
in HKSL. 
1.4 A brief note on the transcription convention 
In this thesis, signs are transcribed into English glosses in capital letters and 
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a full English translation in single quotation marks will be given. Usually, signed 
sentences will be represented in a linear sequence, as shown in the following: 
(12) 'A boy bounces a ball.' 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: B0UNCE_A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT [HANDLE: L^] 
'CL' stands for 'classifier predicate'. Supplemented glosses of the verb will be 
transcribed in brackets in which the classifier glossed in English small capital letters 
and the handshape figure will be included. 
Sometimes, signed sentences will be also transcribed in three separate rows 
in order to show how the two hands interact with each other: 
(13) ‘A ladder leans against a door' 
D H： CL: A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_0BJECT_LEAN \ 
[SASS:略] \ 
B H： LADDER DOOR \ 








/ [SASS: fy/象] 
NDH： A_FLAT_VERTICAL一PLANE [SASS: fV] 
In example (13)，both LADDER and DOOR are articulated by both hands (BH). The 
classifier predicate 'CL： A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_OBJECT_LEAN_AGAINST_A_FLAT_ 
VERTICAL PLANE，is a moiphologically complex sign. The predicate involves a 
SASS classifier 'CL: A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_0BJECT_LEAN' signed by the dominant 
hand (DH), and also a SASS classifier of the sign LADDER articulated by the non-
dominant hand (NDH). The movement of (DH) to (NDH) provides the predicate 
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meaning that the ladder leans against the door. The connecting lines represent how 
two separate components combine to form a sign typically known as classifier 
predicate. Readers can refer to Appendix I for the details of the transcription 
conventions. 
1.5 Linguistic research of Hong Kong Sign Language 
There is little research that particularly deals with HKSL from a linguistic 
approach. Earlier works on HKSL only focus on inscribing vocabularies and 
individual sign productions with corresponding Chinese gloss and pictures. For 
instance, Speaking with signs (Goodstadt 1972) lists some 2000 signs frequently 
used by the deaf as well as some newly created signs. Despite a rather extensive 
lexical items listed, none of these works provide any syntactic descriptions of 
signing on HKSL. 
Adopting a sociolinguistic perspective, Woodward (1993a, 1993b) conducts 
an experiment to trace the origin of HKSL which is suspected to be influenced by 
several sign languages such as Beijing, Nanjing etc. Though his result reveals that 
HKSL has a close relation with Shanghai sign language, Woodward argues that HK 
signs are not solely derived from Shanghai signs, but are also probably influenced by 
other sign varieties. 
Tang (2001, to appear) also investigates HKSL from the linguistic approach. 
In her studies of verbs of motion and location in HKSL, Tang suggests that the signer 
is not just aware of the inherent properties of the entity, but also other discourse-
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pragmatic factors in the choice of classifier handshapes, hence suggesting that in 
signed languages, there is no one to one correspondence between a classifier form 
and its semantic characteristics, just as the classifiers in spoken languages do. 
Tang & Sze (2001) (hencefore T&S) have also investigated the nominal 
expressions in HKSL. Different from ASL, T&S generally find that the syntactic 
order of nominal expressions in HKSL is quite variable because the pointing sign 
and the numeral sign may either precede or follow the noun. 
Sze (2000) also attempts to explore the structure of HKSL from the 
linguistic point of view. One of the focuses in her study is the interaction between 
space and the representation of grammatical relations of nominals. Based on the 
results of a picture-description-and-selection task, she argues that word order and 
classifier incorporation are employed to differentiate the grammatical relations in 
non-reversible and reversible sentences in HKSL. When a citation verb is used, a 
SVO pattern is used to realize the grammatical relations between the subject and 
object in both sentences. On the other hand, when an object classifier is 
incorporated into the verb, a SOV order is used. In fact, in our HKSL data 
discussed later, it will be also shown that a SOV order is often yielded in the lexical 
causative constructions when a classifier is incorporated into the verbal predicate. 
This finding is compatible with Sze's data that classifiers may influence the word 
order of HKSL. We will examine our data in Chapter Three. 
The results of the studies conducted by Tang and Sze suggest that HKSL is 
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a natural language regulated by systematic linguistic principles. In sum, these 
studies represent a milestone in the research of HKSL. 
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Chapter 2: Argument Structure approach to causative alternation 
2.0 Introduction 
This chapter aims at reviewing the literature on spoken languages and 
signed languages with respect to the issue of causative alternation, particularly how 
it is explicated under the notion of argument structure (a-structure). Section 2.1 
contains an overview of various approaches in explicating causative/unaccusative 
alternation in spoken languages. The concept of argument structure, which 
includes an examination of a semantic approach postulated by Grimshaw (1990) as 
well as a syntactic approach suggested by Hale and Keyser (1997), will be also 
provided in Section 2.2. In Section 2.3, we will review the recent discussions of 
causative alternation in spoken languages, and also in American Sign Language 
(ASL) in Section 2.4. It is shown that the realization of causative/unaccusative 
alternation in ASL appears to be significantly different from that in spoken 
languages on the surface level. This finding may serve as a reference for analyzing 
causative alternation in HKSL. 
2.1 Previous approaches to causative alternation 
2.1.1 The Unaccusativity Hypothesis and Burzio's Generalization 
As the current study investigates causative/unaccusative pairs in HKSL, we 
find it necessary to introduce unaccusativity in general. This involves the 
Unaccusativity Hypothesis, a hypothesis with respect to the syntactic configurations 
associated with some intransitive verbs first postulated by Perlmutter (1978) and 
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further elaborated by Burzio (1986). The basic idea of the hypothesis is that the 
single argument of some intransitive verbs, the unaccusative verbs, is the underlying 
object which prototypically bears a Theme theta-role in the verb's argument 
structure, while the single argument of other intransitive verbs, the unergative verbs, 
is the underlying subject which prototypically bears an Agent theta-role in the verb's 
argument structure. The a-structure syntactic configurations of the two classes are 
schematized as follows: 
(la) Unergative verbs: NP [yp V] 
(lb) Unaccusative verbs: [vp V NP] 
Based on his observation on Italian and other languages, Burzio (1981，1986) 
incorporates the Unaccusativity Hypothesis into Chomsky's Government-Binding 
(GB) Theory. He posits that there is a correlation between the ability of a verb to 
take an external argument and its ability to assign structural Case. The 
generalization, which has come to be known as Burzio ’s Generalization, states that 
‘all and only the verbs that can assign theta-roles to the subject can assign 
(accusative) Case to an object (Burzio 1986:178)'. Given this correlation, an 
alternative definition is adopted for unaccusative verbs: an unaccusative verb is one 
that does not take an external argument, i.e. it is unable to assign a theta-role to its 
subject, and therefore unable to assign Case to the subject also. Following the 
Extended Projection Principle proposed by Chomsky (1985)，the object NP of an 
unaccusative verb must be moved to the subject position in the sentence to receive 
structural Case. 
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As manifested in Chapter One, unaccusative verbs often show an alternation 
relationship with transitive causative verbs. Various theories including syntactic 
and semantic approaches have been proposed to account for this alternation and there 
is a consensus among linguists that the semantic object of the transitive use of the 
verb is the syntactic subject of the intransitive use of the verb. However, in spite of 
the consensus, the derivational direction of these two types of verbs remains 
controversial. In the following section, we will review some previous studies 
concerning the derivational direction of the causative/unaccusative pairs in the 
spoken language literature. 
2.1.2 Various approaches to causative alternation 
The analysis of causative alternation has been discussed in many studies in 
a variety of linguistic frameworks. For instance, Burzio (1986) examines the issue 
primarily from the syntactic perspective; Keyser and Roeper (1984) and Fagan (1988) 
suggest a lexical approach to account for the alternation; Fillmore (1968) discusses 
the issue wholly from the semantic point of view, to name just a few. Despite the 
extensive investigation of causative alternation in the spoken language literature, 
relatively few earlier studies have solely investigated this issue except relating it to 
the multifarious theoretical concerns, such as the derivational contrast to the 
middle/causative pairs and the ability of assigning case and theta-roles of verbs. 
Fillmore (1968) is one of the earliest linguists who touches on 
causative/unaccusative alternation in the spoken languages. Within his framework 
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of case theory, the two verb forms are related in terms of a lexical entry whose 
semantic case frame requires the verb to obligatorily take the object NP but 
selectively take the agentive or instrumental NP as the subject in a sentence. 
According to Fillmore, the verb will function as an intransitive, unaccusative 
(noncausative in his term) verb if it only selects the object NP as its argument; 
whereas if both the agentive and object NPs are selected, the verb will be a transitive, 
causative verb. For Fillmore, the two types of verbs are not individual lexical items 
in the lexicon. He further argues that they are semantically identical, since the 
subject NP in the intransitive use of verb and the object in the transitive use of verb 
both take the objective case and bear the same theta-role. 
Burzio (1986) takes a different approach on causative/unaccusative pairs. 
He argues that causative alternation is solely derived by Move-a at the syntactic 
level. By assuming that a lexical verb has the ability to optionally assign the theta-
role to the subject argument, he suggests* that no theta-role will be assigned to the 
subject argument when the verb is used intransitively, and the argument associated 
will move to the subject position via NP-movement at the surface structure. On the 
other hand, if the verb is used transitively, it will assign the Agent theta-role to its 
argument and therefore the D-stmcture will require the presence of an argument 
which acts as an external argument, due to the principles ofTheta Criterion. 
Burzio's analysis on causative/unaccusative alternation is quite similar to 
Fillmore's case theory in that they both focus on the theta-role assigning ability of 
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verbs and feasibility of different syntactic structures projected by only a single entry 
of lexical items. However, both of them fail to provide an account for the 
derivational direction of causative/unaccusative pairs. 
However, recently, Keyser and Roeper (1984) (henceforth K&R) have 
discussed causative alternation by examining the derivational contrast between 
unaccusative and middle verbs in English. They suggest a lexical as well as a 
syntactic approach to the derivations of the two types of verbs. Specifically, K&R 
argue that, contrary to transitive/middle pairs which are derived by a syntactic rule of 
Move-a, causative/unaccusative pairs (ergative pairs in their term) are generated by a 
lexical rule of Move-a, and therefore they have both transitive and intransitive forms 
in the lexicon. Consequently, ergatives can undergo further lexical rules if the 
intransitive verb is required. Three lexical rules are postulated in K&R's analysis 
in the derivation of ergatives: 1) remove case from the object and dethematize the 
subject; 2) externalize the object to the subject position in the lexicon and 3) delete 
the agent-role. 
Though Fagan (1988) argues against the view that middles are derived in 
the syntax via NP movement, she agrees to K&R's argument that ergatives are 
lexically derived. However, different from K&R's analysis, she suggests that only 
two lexical rules are needed for the derivation of ergatives: 1) extemalization of the 
Theme to the subject position; and 2) deletion of the external theta-role. 
Furthermore, Fagan posits that in order to be eligible for ergative formation, only 
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verbs that exhibit the feature [+causative] can undergo the ergative formation. 
In short, K&R (1984) and Fagan (1988) hold that causative/unaccusative 
pairs can be related in the lexicon, and their studies both agree that causative verbs 
are basic, whereas unaccusative verbs are derived via a set of lexical rules and 
movement rules in the lexicon. In such sense, they suggest that the lexicon should 
have the same representational structure as in the syntax. 
Contrary to the view that unaccusative verbs are derived from their 
causative counterparts, Bowers (1988) provides arguments in support of the view 
that unaccusative verbs are the basic form in the lexicon while the causative variants 
are derived. He argues that a causative variant is derived by adding an external 
theta-role to the unaccusative verb which is potentially causativized in the lexicon. 
The addition rule, as Bower claims, only applies to the lexical items without [-
external 0] marked and the newly derived verb thereby can be construed as having 
the feature [+causative], and henceforth forming a [+transitive] and [+causative] 
verb. 
Despite the fact that the studies of K&R, Fagan and Bowers do not reach a 
consensus on the derivational direction of causative/unaccusative pairs, all of their 
works suggest that the derivation of these pairs can be handled in the lexicon and 
thereby directly projected to syntax. Recently, however, a number of researches 
have explicated such alternation within the framework of argument structure and 
also the specific semantic characteristics/representations of individual verbs in 
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participating causative/unaccusative alternation. In the next section, we will 
provide a general concept of argument structure from the semantic point of view 
postulated by Grimshaw (1990) and syntactic point of view suggested by Hale and 
Keyser (1997). 
2.2 The concept of argument structure 
The term argument structure, which collocates between the lexical semantic 
representation and D-structure, refers to a representational structure projected by a 
lexical item and its subcategorization. It is the system of structural relations 
holding between verbs and their arguments. The notion of thematic, or theta roles 
initiated by Gruber (1965) and Fillmore (1968) is taken to be the inherent 
subcategorization of a verb that denotes various semantic information such as agent, 
theme, source, goal, etc. of the event or the state expressed by the verb. The verb 
assigns theta-roles, which are arranged in strict orders corresponding to a 
hierarchical organization suggested by Jackendoff (1972), to its related noun phrases 
which then become arguments. The structural relation between the verb and 
arguments is finally projected to the syntactic representation to form syntactic 
relations. The related arguments then become the subject, the object or other 
grammatical relations in the sentence. 
In most of the earlier studies, argument structure has been more or less 
perceived as comprising a set of elements represented either by theta-role labels or 
by variables over arguments. However, by questioning the rather impoverished 
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inventory of theta-roles and the existence of the 'Uniformity of Theta Assignment 
Hypothesis'' (UTAH) advocated by Baker (1988), a new perspective has emerged in 
which it is argued that the organizing effects of argument structure is not thematical, 
and theta-role labels should be eliminated from the a-stmcture representation. 
Consequently, a hypothesis that argues for the existence of internal organization of 
argument structure is made (Grimshaw and Mester 1988, Grimshaw 1990，Hale and 
Keyser 1991). 
2.2.1 A semantic approach 
Grimshaw (1990) formulates a prominence theory which claims that the 
structure of argument structure is determined by the prominence relations among 
arguments. The prominence relations are jointly determined by the thematic as 
well as aspectual properties of predicates. Thematic prominence is determined by 
the thematic hierarchy as shown in (2)，the existence of which is first suggested in 
Jackendoff (1972), while aspectual prominence is defined in terms of the event 
structure of predicates. The aspectual dimension, known as the aspectual/causative 
hierarchy, is a hierarchy in which the Cause argument is the most prominent, as 
illustrated in (3): 
(2) The thematic hierarchy 
Agent>experiencer>source/location/goal>theme 
(3) The aspectual hierarchy 
Cause>others>... 
‘ T h e Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) states that 'Identical thematic 
relationships between items are presented by identical structural relationships between those items at 
23 
Grimshaw (1990) assumes that each verb is associated with it an event structure, and 
when combined with elements in the clause, the verb provides an event structure for 
the entire sentence (Grimshaw 1990, p.26). The event structure breaks down events 
into aspectual subparts. For instance, a causative verb is an accomplishment verb 
as suggested by Vendler (1967) and Dowty (1979) that denotes a complex event 




In this complex event structure of the predicate, the activity part indicates the 
causing event whereas the state part indicates the ultimate result of the initial activity, 
hence forming a causal relation; in a simple event structure of the predicate such as 
an unergative verb, however, only the activity part exists in the structure while the 
state part is excluded: 
(5) event . 
activity 
By observation, a Cause argument in a complex event has a standard representation 
that is always associated with the first sub-event, which is causally related to the 
second sub-event. According to the aspectual prominence, a Cause argument 
which participates in the first sub-event structure is more prominent than a Causee 
argument which participates in the second sub-event. 
the level of D-stmcture’. (Baker 1988) 
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In addition, in Grimshaw's theory, the external argument is defined 
differently from most of the earlier works (Williams 1981; Marantz 1984; Di Sciullo 
& Williams 1987; Belletti & Rizzi 1988)，which claim that the external argument is 
always the surface subject of the sentence. Grimshaw argues that an external 
argument must be the most prominent argument on both hierarchies. For instance, 
in a causative predicate ‘John opened the door’, the sentential subject ‘John' must be 
the external argument since it is an Agent argument and a Cause argument, 
according to both hierarchies. However, if the highest argument on the thematic 
hierarchy is not the highest argument on the aspectual hierarchy, then the argument 
must not be the external argument. This explicates that the psychological causative 
prQdic3.tes frighten have no external argument. According to the thematic hierarchy, 
the subject NP the movie in ‘The movie frightened me,, for instance, only bears a 
Theme argument, which is not the highest argument on the thematic hierarchy. 
Hence, according to Grimshaw, the aspectual hierarchy overrides the thematic 
hierarchy and the subject can only be a Cause argument. 
Grimshaw also extends the two-dimensional system to explicate the 
existence of unaccusativity. The claim that the Theme, which is the single 
argument of an unaccusative verb, should not count as external can be explicated by 
its status arising from the aspectual dimension, as postulated in Grimshaw's proposal. 
Adapting from the claim suggested by Zaenen (1987a，1987b), Van Valin (1989a) 
and Tenny (1989c), Grimshaw emphasizes that unaccusative predicates belong to 
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particular aspectual classes; they denote certain states or changes of states. The event 
structure of an unaccusative, therefore, only corresponds to the second subpart of an 
accomplishment, as illustrated in (6). 
(6) accomplishment 
[[activity][state/change of state]] (Grimshaw 1990，p. 40) 
In other words, the event structure of an unaccusative verb only consists of 
a state, as illustrated in the following: 
(7) event 
state 
Grimshaw asserts that the event structure of an unaccusative can then never 
meet the aspectual requirement for externality, because it always has the aspectual 
prominence of the internal argument of an accomplishment rather than that of the 
external argument (Grimshaw 1990 p. 40). In other words, the maximally 
prominent position in the aspectual dimension is only assigned to an argument 
participating in the first subpart of the event. An unaccusative verb would have no 
external argument because the Theme argument would not count as maximally 
prominent even when there is no more prominent argument to compete for this 
assignment. 
In short, what Grimshaw suggests is that argument structure has an internal 
organization and that this internal organization is not stipulated for each predicate 
but is projected from lexical semantic representation. Although her theory unifies 
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the various cases of external argument as a matter of principle, there still remains 
some problems in her theory. For instance, in contrast to the thematic hierarchy 
whose components are well motivated and identified (Jackendoff 1972，Larson 1988， 
and among others), the structure of the aspectual hierarchy is not well defined. Only 
one argument, i.e. Cause, is the recognized element in the hierarchy. Furthermore, 
the prominence theory does not provide an explicit explanation for some sentences 
where the Agent appears in a less prominent structural position than the Theme, as in 
(8): 
(8) na-ben shu du-de wo tou hun yan hua 
That-CL book read-Asp me head dizzy eyes blurred 
‘I read the book and as a result my head got dizzy and my eyes 
got blurred.' 
Semantically, the results of my head getting dizzy and my eyes getting blurred are 
caused by the activity of du 'reading'. However, this activity is not caused by na-ben 
shu ‘that book' which is in fact the Theme in the sentence, because a book cannot 
initiate the activity of reading which in turn causes my head getting dizzy and my 
eyes getting blurred. The initiator of the action of reading is in fact wo ‘we，which is 
the Agent in the sentence. However, despite these defects, her theory is still 
feasible in explicating the argument structures of various types of verbs from a 
semantic point of view. 
2.2.2 A syntactic approach 
The term 'argument structure', according to Hale and Keyser (1993, 1997) 
(henceforth H&K) is used to refer to the syntactic configuration projected by a 
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lexical item. To them, the representation of argument structure is itself a syntax. 
They propose that the lexicon possesses a lexical conceptual structure (in the sense 
of Jackendoff 1983) in which the lexical relations between the verbs and their 
arguments are represented structurally before they project onto the syntax. They 
argue that argument structures are limited in number since the derivation is 
constrained by the limited numbers of lexical categories in the lexicon, i.e. N(oun), 
V(erb), A(djactive) and P(reposition), and also by the principle of unambiguous 
projection which ‘restricts branching and depth of projection to binary' (H&K 1997, 
p.54). The empirical support for their concept of argument structure comes from 
the word formation of de-adjectival verbs and de-nominal verbs in English. They 
believe that verbs can be derived from their complements, adjectives and nouns 
through the process of Conflation (Incorporation). Under their analysis, an 
intransitive verb of change of state such as clear is derived by incorporating the 
adjective of an AP into the head V of VP that governs it: 
(9) VP 
NP V， I 
N V AP 
The screen clear^ 
n A 
The arrow above indicates the direction of head movement via the process of 
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conflation. According to H&K, the NP ‘the screen' occupying in the spec of VP is 
an internal argument of the verb ‘clear, in argument structure. The NP is regarded 
as internal because it is identified with the ‘affected argument' of the Affectedness 
Condition (Anderson 1977，Jaeggli 1986，Pesesky 1990). In such sense, the 
semantic notion of ‘affected, then correlates to the structural position of a verb in its 
representation of argument structure. The transitive use of this verb is derived by 
incorporating the V of lower VP into the head of upper VP: 
(10) VP 
NP V’ I 
N V VP I 
We clearj NP V’ 
• 
J ‘ the screen V A 
ti ti 
I I 
Accordingly, a causative structure is then set out in argument structure as structural 
relation. The upper V in (9) projects a conceptual relation between the causative 
verb and its complement, the lower VP, hence forming a causal relation between the 
causing event represented by the causative verb and the caused event represented by 
the lower VP. This idea is similar to Grimshaw's, in which the causal relation of a 
causative accomplishment verb which is expressed by the event structure. But 
H&K only present the relation at the syntactic level. 
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As claimed by H&R, in the D-stmcture, the traces resulting from the 
movement in argument structure in (9) and (10) are opaque since the structural part 
where the moved elements originate is sheared. This is to say, in the causative 
structure, for instance, the heads of lower VP and lower NP are empty in syntax as 
well as PR The lexical item clear already becomes a matrix verb when it is 
projected to the syntactic node V of Upper V in the S-stmcture, and it takes an 
appropriate DP or NP such as ‘we’ through lexical insertion. 
Unlike Grimshaw's theory, H&R's theory explicates some impossible 
sentences such as ‘*The clown laughed the child’. Under their analysis, the 
unergative verbs like ‘laugh' do not allow an argument in the spec of the verbal 
projection because the complement of the lower VP, being a nominal^ NP ‘laugh,, 
does not and cannot require a subject due to the Principle of Full Interpretation^ 
This is to say, according to the principle, the higher VP projections must not appear 
in a well-formed argument structure of an unergative verb since there should be no 
uninterpreted or superfluous projections. Hence the NP ‘the child, in the spec of 
VP cannot be interpreted and accordingly the verb ‘laugh' cannot have a higher VP 
projection. In such sense, the D-stmcture or S-stmcture subjects of the unergative 
verbs must be external to the VP and appear in the spec position of the functional 
2 Hale and Keyser (1993) argue that only PP and AP are predicates by nature and therefore under the 
system of denominal verb formation, a subject should occupy the spec position of the verbal 
projection, due to the Principle of Full Interpretation. 
3 The Principle of Full Interpretation specifies that the representation of an expression must contain all 
and only those features which are relevant to determining its interpretation at the relevant level 
(Radford 1995’ p.261) 
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projection IP through the lexical insertion, as indicated in (11): 
(11) IP 
NP I， I 






The framework of argument structure assumed by H&K only concerns pure 
argument structure properties^ As claimed by them, since languages cannot differ 
in relation to the basic elements of argument structure, the principles of simple 
transitivity alternations exemplified above must be inevitable and invariant for 
languages generally. However, they also defend that the actual implementation of 
the alternation is variable, depending on the linguistic diversities in the lexicon^ of 
the languages, thus, the derivation of verbs from complements such as adjectives or 
prepositions is still figurative. In addition, similar to the studies of Keyser and 
Roeper (1984) and Fagan (1988), they assume that the lexicon should have the same 
4 As claimed by Hale and Keyser (1998)，the lexical structures they suggested are informal 
representation of argument structure properties, they could not be 'sentential syntax' since it is the 
syntactic structure assigned to a phrase or sentence involving both the lexical item and its argument 
and also its' extended projection' including functional categories as well as projections implicated in 
the formation of a sentence interpretable at PF and LF. (Hale and Keyser 1998, p.75). 
5 Hale and Keyser (1998) claim that the reasons for transitive alternations variant across languages 
have to do primarily with the interaction of separate and autonomous grammatical systems and, to 
some extent, with some sources of diversity possessed by the languages, i.e. a) categorial realization 
of lexical nuclei; b) morphological realization of lexical nuclei; c) Conventional description of 
eventualities; d) selectional properties; and e) morphological requirements. 
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tree representation as in the syntax. However, according to the Principle of 
Economy suggested by Chomsky^ (1981), it is impossible to have any elements 
moved between the D-stmcture and the lexicon since the representation of D-
structure should be apparently distinctive from that of S-structure. If movement 
operations such as head movement can be done in argument structure before 
projecting to D-structure, the distinction between various representations will 
become obscure (Gu 1994)，and it violates the Principle of economy suggested by 
Chomsky (1991) which states that no superfluous movement should be motivated 
and movement should be postponed until the derivation reaches the level of LF. 
Furthermore, if head movements are allowed to be implemented in argument 
structure as in the syntax, it would seem to be redundant to have the same identical 
structures in the grammar. Hence, movements should be constrained in the syntax 
so as to respect the Principle of economy. 
Despite the fact that some problems still remain in their framework, the 
concept of argument structure suggested by them is still efficacious to explicate the 
syntactic relations of different verb types and their arguments. In Chapter Four, we 
will adopt the VP shell analysis to explain the syntactic behavior of 
unaccusative/causative verbs, since as shown in (9) above, causativity can be 
represented in argument structure as a verb phrase, there should be an entry for the 
6 The Principle of Economy suggested by Chomsky (1981) requires that syntactic representations 
should contain as few constituents and syntactic derivations and involve as few grammatical 
operations as possible. 
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causative verb in the lexicon with its subcategorization (Baker 1988，Hale & Keyser 
1991, and among others). We will strive to provide more details about the nature of 
the VP shell and its relation with causativity in Chapter Four. 
2.3 The semantics of causative alternation 
In Chapter One, we have manifested that causative alternation involves a 
transitivity alternation between causative and unaccusative counterparts. But what 
are the semantic properties of a verb that allow it to have causative/unaccusative 
alternation? Haspelmath (1993) suggests that the basic semantic condition for a 
causative/unaccusative pair must be a change of state, and most importantly, such 
pairs should not contain agent-oriented meaning components. 
Recently, some linguists such as Levin and Rappaport (1995), Hale & 
Keyser (1993, 1997) and Gu (1998) approach causative alternation from the lexical 
semantic properties of verbs. In the following, we will examine how these 
properties influence the ability of a verb to undergo causative alternation in English 
and Chinese. 
2.3.1 Causative alternation in English 
In contrast with previous studies, Levin & Rappaport (1995) (hencefore 
L&R) have provided a detailed examination of the alternation of 
causative/unaccusative pairs in English with the introduction of two semantic 
characterizations: internal causation and external causation. L&R argue that the 
notion of causativity is considered as a semantic component encoded in both 
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causative and unaccusative verbs. The causative verbs are often externally caused, 
whereas the unaccusative ones are internally caused. In other words, in the 
transitive causative use of the verb, it is the external cause arguments that are 
responsible for causation, whereas in the intransitive/unaccusative use of the verb, 
causation is brought by and resides in the internal argument. They further propose 
that the intransitive/unaccusative verbs are derived from the transitive/causative 
variants through a lexical process ‘detransitivization，. That is to say, the causative 
one in English is the basic verb in a casuative/unaccusative pair. This claim is 
supported by the notion of selectional restrictions on the choice of the arguments 
imposed by the verb suggested by them. Basing on the assumption that the verb 
that is with the looser selectional restrictions on its argument is the basic form, the 
causative variant in English is regarded as the basic one since it often imposes less 
stringent restrictions on the choice of its argument than its unaccusative counterpart 
does: 
(11a) He broke his promise/the contract/the world record. 
( l ib)* His promise/The contract/The world record broke. 
(12a) Antonia broke the vase/the window/the bowl/the radio/the 
toaster. 
(12b) The vase/The window/The bowl/The radio/The toaster broke. 
(13a) The wind cleared the sky. 
(13b) The sky cleared. 
(14a) The waiter cleared the table. 
(14b)* The table cleared. (Levin & Rappaport 1995, p.85-86) 
The examples presented above show that the set of possible subjects for the 
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unaccusative use of a verb are a subset of the set of possible objects for the causative 
use of the same verb. Apparently, if the unaccusative members in (12b) and (12b) 
were semantically basic, sentences ( l ib) and (14b) should be considered as 
grammatical whereas (11a) and (14a) would be grammatically unacceptable. But 
this possibility is totally excluded because the intransitive use of the verbs is more 
semantically constrained: they allow a narrower range of NPs as subject. Hence, as 
suggested by L&R, selectional restrictions support the claim that certain 
unaccusative verbs are derived from the causative verbs. Therefore, they assert that 
the unaccusative verbs in English should be underlying dyadic causatives whose 
lexical semantic representation consists of a causing subevent associated with the 
external cause, and a central subevent associated with the passive participant. 
In addition, L&R also explicate why some transitive causative verbs such as 
build and write do not have intransitive uses. They argue that these verbs never 
detransitivize because their verbal meanings specify that the eventualities they 
describe must be brought out by the intervention of an agent. While the alternating 
transitive verbs such as break (15) allow natural forces or causes, as well as agents or 
instruments as external argument, verbs such as build and write only allow a 
volitional agent as external cause: 
(15) The vandals/The rocks/The storm broke the windows. 
(16a) Pat wrote a letter to the editor of the local newspaper. 
(16b)* My anger wrote a letter to the editor of the local newspaper. 
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(17a) A local architect built the new library. 
(17b)* The windstorm built a sand dune. 
(Levin & Rappaport 1995, p.102-103) 
Based on the phenomenon examined above, L&R propose that the causative 
verbs can derive the unaccusative ones from the lexical semantic representation 
(LSR) to argument structure with a set of linking rules. Generally speaking, the 
intransitive form of an alternating verb is derived from first binding the external 
cause within the LSR. This binding of the external cause in the LSR will then 
prevent it from being projected to argument structure. The passive participant, 
which becomes the only argument of the verb, is mapped onto the argument structure 
to become the direct internal argument via applying the Direct Change Linking rule, 
which generally states that the argument undergoing the directed change described 
by the verb is its direct internal argument. This internal argument will further raise 
to the syntactic subject position at the S-stmcture via NP raising. On the other hand, 
since verbs like write and build cannot be detransitivized, the external cause and the 
passive participant will be directly linked to arguments via a set of linking rules. 
Hale and Keyser (1993 & 1997) (henceforth, H&K) have also investigated 
this issue through exploring the two classes of verbs smear and splash in English. 
Though both classes have to do with the motion or transfer of liquids, or liquid-like 
manner, only splash verbs appear in both unaccusative and causative forms, as in 
(18)，while smear verbs can only appear in causative variants as shown in (19): 
(18a) The pigs splashed mud on the wall/ Mud splashed on the wall. 
(18b) We dripped honey on the combread/ Honey dripped on the 
combread. 
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(19a) We smeared mud on the wall/ *Mud smeared on the wall. 
(19b) They daubed pipeclay on their bodies/ *Pipeclay daubed on their 
bodies. (Hale & Keyser 1993，p. 89) 
According to H&R，the phenomenon of whether a causative verb can have its 
unaccusative counterpart is subject to an extra level of complexity, which they refer 
to as the manner/means component in the lexical representation of verbs. What 
makes the smear class differ from the splash class is that in smear class, there is an 
additional and necessary component, i.e. the manner/means component?，that is 
associated in the upper V，i.e. VI . This manner/means components, as suggested by 
H&R, should be related to the external argument, that is, the agent which is 
responsible for carrying out the action. Since smear verb only has the property of 
having an externally licensed manner component, the ill-formedness of the 
intransitive/unaccusative variants is ascertained. The following tree diagram (H&K 
1993) represents the syntactic relation of the transitive causative predicate of smear 
class: 
7 Hale and Keyser (1993) represent the manner component of a verb as a ‘tag’ on the appropriate V 




External argument [means/manner] VP I I 
WCJ V NP V' 
sme irj internal 
argument V PP 
I I 
mid tj P 
on wall 
The verb smear will raise from lower V to upper v through conflation. As 
argued by H&K，the means/manner component in the transitive causative predicate 
receives no licensing index with the internal argument in argument structure since it 
relates to the external argument only. The component will only be properly 
licensed at D-structure because the external argument will only become visible at D-
structure and co-indexed with it which is presumably tagged with the upper v, as 
shown in paradigm (20). Consequently, the members of these verb classes are 
necessarily transitive. 
Similar to L&R’ study, in the splash class, however, the manner/means 
component of the verbs is basically associated with the internal argument. It 
particularly denotes an eventuality attributed to the direct argument only. It is this 
intrinsic property that allows this class can appear to have unaccusative/intransitive 
variants. The following paradigm indicates the structural relations between the 
verb and its argument in argument structure: 
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(21) VP 
V， I ^ ^ 
internal argument [means/manner] PP 
mudj Vi P 
splashj (on wall) 
By contrast, in the argument structure of the unaccusative predicate, the internal 
argument ‘mud, is co-indexed with the manner/means component associated with the 
verb ‘splash'. The unaccusative variant will be formed in S-structure by moving 
the internal argument into the spec position of IP. Furthermore, the splash class can 
often have transitive variants if the eventuality depicted by the verb necessarily 
requires an agent. The verb in the lower V will move to the upper v to form the 
causative predicate through conflation, which is similar to the operation of the smear 
class indicated in (20). Nonetheless, as argued by H&R，the manner/means 
component associated in upper V for the splash class is not necessary, and the upper 
V can always be omitted so as to account for the intransitive use of the verb. 
L&R (1995) and H&K (1993，1997) consider the lexical asymmetry in 
causative alternation with similar views. Both depend heavily on how an external 
cause or a manner/mean component impedes a verb to have the 
unaccusative/intransitive predicate. If the event depicted by the verb requires a 
volitional agent to perform the action, the verb is necessarily transitive. Unlike 
L&R，H&R do not explicitly acknowledge which variant is basic. However, as 
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indicated in the tree diagram of the splash class, the intransitive/unaccusative verb is 
the basic one since H&R suggest that 'the upper v of this class serves merely as a 
syntactic position, to which some lower head can in principle raise' (Hale and 
Keyser 1997，p.55). In light of this, H&R hold a different perspective to the 
derivational direction of the causative/unaccusative pairs in English from L&R, i.e. 
unaccusative verbs are basic. 
2.3.2 Causative alternation in Chinese 
Gu (2000) proposes that the concept suggested by H&K can not only 
expound upon causative alternation in English, but can also be extended to the 
analysis of Chinese V-V compounds.^ As she points out, the first verbal morpheme 
of a V-V compound (hencefore VI) not only denotes 'causation', but it also 
encompasses the ‘means/manner，component. The result of the activity denoted by 
the means/manner component can either be externally caused or internally caused. 
For instance, the resultant state of ‘da-si，{hit-dead) and 'yian-sV {drown-dead) 
both involve the notion of ‘being-dead,. However, the way to cause such result is 
distinctive. The VI of ‘da-si, entails the participation of an external force; it follows 
that there must be an external argument, usually a volitional agent in the eventuality. 
8 Gu and Yip (1999) has also investigated the causative alternation of adversative V-V compounds 
such as V - l i (V-can,) in Cantonese and V-著(V-zhe) in Mandarin. They point out that V-親(V-
can,) and V-著(V-zhe) are one of the sub-categories of adversative V-V compounds. What makes 
them distinctive from other adversative compounds is that the results that they denote are always 
opaque in nature, while the V2 in other V-V compounds always encompasses a clear adversative 
meaning, such as such as ‘打傷’ (hit-wounded),'f$^',(fall-wounded) ‘1^登’(frighten-fainted) etc. 
These examples often demonstrate a clearer adversative result attributed by the action denoted by the 
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Consequently, the intransitive/unaccusative variant of ‘da-si' {hit-dead) must be ill-
formed; 
(22a) Zhangsan da-si le hao ji ze wenzi. 
Zhangsan hit-dead Asp several-CL mosquitoes 
'Zhangsan hit the mosquitoes and as a result several mosquitoes 
were dead.' 
(22b)* hao ji ze menzi dou da-si le. 
Several-CL mosquitoes Adv hit-dead Asp 
'Several mosquitoes got hit and as a result they were dead.' 
(Gu 2000，p.5) 
In contrast, the VI of ‘yian-si’ may have two possible denotations, an eventuality 
that is externally caused by an agent as in (23a) or natural forces as in (23b): 
(23 a) Xiaomin yian-si le lianze laoshu. 
Xiaomin drown-dead Asp two-CL mice 
'Xiaomin drowned the two mice and as a result they were dead.' 
(23b) hongshui yian-si le haojige chunmin. 
Flood drown-dead Asp several-CL villagers 
'The flood drowned several villagers and as a result they were 
dead.' 
(Gu 2000, p.5) 
In (23a), it is the volitional agent ‘Xiaomin, that externally causes the death of the 
two mice, while the death of several villagers is externally caused by the natural 
force ‘flooding,. 
Another denotation is that the eventuality is internally caused, i.e. it is the 
internal argument itself that leads to the result of being dead. Therefore, no 
external force is required since the death of the two mice in (24a) and the villagers in 
(24b) may be attributable to their poor skill of swimming. In such a sense, the 
lexical verb ‘yian-si, {drown-dead) can have an intransitive/unaccusative 
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counterpart: 
(24a) liangzhi laoshu dou yian-si le 
two-CL mice Adv drown-dead Asp 
‘Two mice drowned and as a result they were dead.' 
(24b) haojige chunmin dou yian-si le 
several-CL villagers Adv drown-dead Asp 
'Several villagers drowned and as a result they were dead.' 
(Gu 2000，p.5) 
In light of this, in Chinese V-V resultative compounds, it is the verbal 
meaning of VI which decides whether the compound can have both 
causative/unaccusative variants. 
Li (1990a) and Gu (1998) argue that, if the lexical resultative compounds 
are formed presyntactically, then the derivational direction of Chinese 
causative/unaccusative variants can be accounted in a principled way. Since the 
Chinese resultative compounds are assumed to be lexical in origin, the unaccusative 
verbs can then be derived from their corresponding causative counterparts via the 
process of detransitivization，which lends support to L&R (1995)'s arguments on this 
process as lexical in nature. Hence, when a V-V resultative compound is not 
detransitivized, it will move into the upper v to check the CAUSE feature there. 
The spec position of the lower VP will be taken by the internal argument of the 
compound, and the external argument will be in the spec of the upper vp, as shown 
in (25); whereas the projection of a decausativized compound does not have a 
CAUSE head, but only the lower VP, where only the internal argument occupies the 
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The studies of L&R, H&K and Gu reveal that the existence of tiers between 
the syntactic behavior and the semantic properties of a verb can be observed across 
languages. Causative alternation, as shown, is manifested by verbs of the same 
semantic type cross-linguistically. Despite the fact that languages may not have the 
same inventory of verbs with causative/unaccusative pairs, it is often invariant that 
the same semantic class of verbs expresses the regularity of the syntactic behavior. 
On the other hand, whether a causative verb or an accusative verb is basic is still 
controversial. Undoubtedly, selectional restrictions such as allowing a wider range 
of NPs as subject in a causative or unaccusative variant may be a possible means to 
support which variant is basic in a language. But the morphological markedness of 
the causative/unaccusative pairs may also be an implication to reflect the 
derivational direction. Nonetheless, We by no means suggest that there should be a 
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unified phenomenon on the derivational pattern of causative/unaccusative pair. 
Various languages may have their own derivational directions of such pairs. But 
the examination of verb behaviors regarding their participation of syntactic 
alternations will help us to identify semantically coherent verb classes and 
distinguish them from others. 
2.4 Causative alternation in signed languages 
In the previous section, we have examined how causative alternation is 
realized in spoken languages, with respect to different representational approaches of 
argument structure. In this section, our focus will turn to the realization of 
causative alternation in signed languages. Little has been done in this area of 
research. Since the phenomenon of causative alternation in signed languages 
involves a special kind of predicate construction, we will first discuss classifiers as 
well as classifier predicates in Section 2.4.1. Section 2.4.2 contains a discussion of 
causative/unaccusative alternation in American Sign Language. 
2.4.1 Classifiers in signed languages 
In the spoken language literature, classifiers are defined as grammatical and 
overt morphemes, either free or bound, and they 'denote some saliently perceived or 
imputed characteristic of the entity to which an associated noun refers' (Allan 1977, 
p.285). In this manner, classifiers offer a universal perspective on how entities are 
categorized across languages.^ Following Allan's proposal, early linguistic works in 
9 Allan (1977) identifies seven distinct semantic categories of classifiers in spoken languages, 
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American Sign Language (ASL) parallel handshapes to the classifiers in the spoken 
languages (Frishberg 1975; Kegl and Wilbur 1976, Supalla 1982，1986). It is 
generally assumed that ASL has four semantic distinctions of classifiers, namely 
material, size’ shape and dimensionality (Kilma and Bellugi 1979; Supalla 1982; 
1986; Wilbur, Bernstein and Kantor 1985; Wilbur 1987). Up to date, sign linguists 
have identified three major categories of classifiers. They are size and shape 
specifiers (SASS), HANDLE (handling)/instrument classifiers and semantic 
(CLASSes) classifiers (Kilma and Bellugi 1979; Supalla 1982，1986; Wilbur, 
Bernstein and Kantor 1985; McDonald 1985; Schick 1990).'° The semantic 
classifiers denote more abstract concepts of the real world's entities. In other 
words, the handshapes do not encode specific size and shape of the noun referents. 
For instance, in American Sign Language and Hong Kong Sign Language, the V-
handshape (纷）and Y-handshape (喻）with fingers pointing sideward refer to a 
vehicle and an aeroplane respectively. The handshapes are substitutive depiction 
since they only refer to the entities in abstract forms, rather than outlining them. 
The HANDLE classifiers" pertain to the size and shape of the hand as they 
material, shape, consistency, size, location, arrangement and quanta. A nominal entity may be 
categorized according to its salient characteristics, such as semantic qualities, visual-geometric 
features etc. 
There has been little agreement about the number and nature of categories of classifiers. For 
instance, Engberg-Pedersen (1993) suggests four categories (whole entity, limb, handle, and extent); 
Supalla (1986) argues for the addition of Body and Bodypart classifiers in ASL. For details, readers 
may refer to Schembri (1999). 
“Some linguists such as Supalla (1986), Brennan (1992), Tang (2000) etc. suggest that HANDLE 
classifiers should include one more sub-category, which is tool classifiers. Tool classifiers refer to 
how the agent manipulates the tools. The signers often incorporate types of movement into the 
handshapes that closely imitate the motion contour of the real world event (Brennan 1992; Engberg-
Pedersen 1993; Schick 1990). For instance, a V-handshape (^) with the extended fingers tapping each 
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act on objects. Traditionally, the handshape unit of handling verbs has been 
analyzed as a classifier reflecting the size and shape of a nominal referent acting as a 
theme argument only. But Engberg-Pedersen (1993) and Wallin (1996) argue that the 
handshape should represent the characteristics of both the theme argument and also 
the agent argument. It denotes the interaction of the part of the theme argument 
being handled and also the characteristics of the agent's body part which 
manipulates the theme. This suggests that the handshape in fact indirectly indicates 
the salient characteristics of the part of the referent which is handled, but not the 
properties of the referent itself. As suggested by Supalla (1982, 1986) and Schick 
(1990)，HANDLE classifiers vary discretely according to the size and shape of the 
referent objects. For instance, in HKSL, the handshapes for grasping flat objects 
depends on the increased depth of the referent objects. For a flat thin object such as 
a book, the S-handshape (、）with flexed fingers is adopted. The C-handshape (义)， 
on the other hand, is often used to refer to a flat thick object such as a box. 
SASS classifiers, in contrast to semantic classifiers, represent the visual-
geometric features of the nominal referent by outlining its shape and dimension. 
Similar to HANDLE classifiers, the handshapes vary according to different aspects 
or dimensions of the referents (Supalla 1982, 1986; Schick 1990). Hence for a 
small round object, such as a coin, a 3-handshape (fj) might be used. By the same 
token, to outline a medium-sized round object such as a plate, a C-handshape (义） 
other continuously represents an agent cutting something with scissors (Tang 2000’ p.5). 
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would be appropriate. Some sign linguists suggest that there exists a subset of 
SASS classifiers in which the handshape sometimes blends with a tracing movement 
that outlines the perimeters of the objects (Supalla 1986，Brennan 1992, Schembri 
1999 and among others). The movement, like the handshape, denotes some salient 
characteristic of the referent. In HKSL, for example, a B-handshape (f)^) is adopted 
to a picture, indicating a two-dimensional flat object, while two D-handshape (《） 
are used to trace the size and shape of the picture. 
According to Wilbur (1987)，classifiers in ASL do not occur in a noun 
phrase but rather as part of the predicate construction'^ that denote either dynamic or 
static eventualities. It is generally assumed that the construction is composed of 
two parts: the movement and handshape (McDonald 1982; Supalla 1986, 1990; 
Liddell and Johnson 1987; Schick 1990; Engberg-Pedersen 1993; Slobin and Hoiting 
1994). The movement units have been treated in a number of articles in ASL. For 
instance, Supalla (1982，1986) proposes an analysis in which three basic predicate 
roots are posited: existence, location, and motion. In contrast to Supalla's analysis, 
Schick (1990) assumes three types of movement morphemes in ASL: movement 
through space (MOV), a stylized imitation of real world action (IMIT), and a single 
point in space (DOT). In her study, she discusses how the handshape 
morphemes — CLASSes, SASS and HANDLE reflect the transitivity of ASL 
12 Classifiers are often documented as verbal rather than nominal in the sign language literature. 
Recently, however, Aikhenvald (2000) proposes that there is an existence of nominal classifiers in 
signed languages. As she claims, the tracing SASS classifiers may be nominal classifiers since they 
provide the information of the size and shape of the referents. 
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grammar with the association of these different movement roots in the predication. 
For example, if a CLASS combines with a MOV, a handshape may be involved to 
indicate an entity moving along a path from one point to another. The resulting 
predicate is intransitive which represents the combination of the subject into the 
predicate construction, i.e. S-V，such as ‘The car is moving,. Similarly, a 
HANDLE+MOV predicate incorporates a direct object argument and the movement 
often indicates the real path that the referent object traverses. Unlike 
CLASS+MOV，the resulting predicate is often transitive which normally indicates 
verb agreement, yielding (S)VO(IO) word order. The subject or the indirect object 
is sometimes optional, depending on whether the verbs take them as arguments. 
In fact, what counts as a verb root in the predicate is still an unsettled issue. 
Various arguments have been advanced recently. The 'movement as root' 
hypothesis originally suggested by Supalla (1982) in which the movement 
morpheme is the root of the predicate and the handshape is affixed to the root is 
largely supported by some researchers such as Liddell & Johnson (1987), Schick 
(1990)，Slobin and Hoiting (1994) and Tang (2000，2001). In his work on the 
acquisition of motion and location verbs in ASL, Supalla (1982) does not present 
any strong arguments in favor of analyzing the movement morpheme as roots. But he 
implies that the movement can be held static, while the handshape can vary 
depending on the category that the nominal referent belongs. 
Contrary to ‘movement as root' hypothesis, McDonald takes an opposite 
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perspective, claiming that the handshape units as 'the core or the stem of the ASL 
verb' which 'is used to signal the motion or location of a given type of object.' 
(McDonald 1983，p.35). With the comparison of two ASL verbs that describe the 
handling and the existence in a location of an entity, McDonald argues that it is the 
handshape unit that constitutes the verb root because the distinction of the two verb 
forms lies on the use of different handshape units, but not on the movement. 
Nonetheless, adopting a functional perspective, Engberg-Pedersen (1993) 
denies the above two positions. She argues that there is little morphological 
evidence to treat which component is basic since it is inappropriate to associate these 
forms with classifiers in the spoken languages. Instead, she suggests that 
movement and handshape are mutually interdependent in bringing out the meaning 
of the predicates. In Danish Sign Language, as she claims, the orientation of the 
handshape would vary in relation to the direction of the movement in order to 
express different verbal meanings of complexes. Therefore, she argues that it 
would be more apt to analyze the handshape unit of polymorphemic verbs as verb 
stems rather than roots (Engberg-Pedersen 1993，p.235). 
The present study does not aim at solving any of the theoretical positions 
listed above and we would like to leave this issue open for future researches. In 
this study, however, we would like to follow Supalla's hypothesis that movement is 
the root of a classifier predicate and handshape unit is an overt morpheme which is 
attached to movement together to form a predicative meaning. 
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2.4.2 Causative alternation in American Sign Language (ASL) 
There is little research in ASL that deals specifically with 
causative/unaccusative alternation. Relevant discussions, however, can be found in 
studies of the acquisition of motion/location verbs in American Sign Language (ASL) 
conducted by Bernstein (1980) and Supalla (1982). Bernstein elicited a great 
number of causatives with experiments involving a live experimenter, who was 
required to handle objects to move them around, while Supalla examined the 
inchoative sentences with experiments which made use of animated videotape 
presentations. His experiments, in contrast with those of Bernstein, presented 
objects moving on their own. The result in Bernstein shows a remarkable 
difference from that in Supalla, in which a HANDLE classifier is often adopted in 
the causative verbal predicate when a human is selected as the external argument. 
On the contrary, Supalla's result shows that a SASS classifier is often used in the 
intransitive sentences. Despite the fact that sets of causative versus inchoative 
motion verb pairs can be observed by comparing the data in their dissertations, the 
choice of sentential subjects in this alternation has still been variant. Kegl 
(1985,1990) appears to represent one of the few studies that attempt to address the 
issue directly. 
According to Kegl, ASL abounds with the causative/unaccusative 
alternation. In the transitive/causative variant, ‘the transitive verb is explicitly 
marked with causative morphology, which involves the presence of a handling 
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classifier in the position of the verb generally associated with the theme' (Kegl 1990, 
p. 157). The classifier is signed together with the movement of the verb and it 
signals involvement of both a causer and an affected element, which thereby 
indicates that a causer argument is added. Kegl illustrates the causative marking in 
ASL with the example of the transitive use of the verb break: 
(26) topic head nod 
STICK��, M-A-R-I-S-Aq S B P O # , O C L : H A N D [ S / S ] + BREAK" 
Stick-topic Marisa RP-(rso) causative-break 
'Marisa broke the stick.' (Kegl 1990，p.l57) 
Four complex articulated components are included in such a transitive variant: (a) 
The theme 'stick' is realized by two F handshapes which initially contact each other 
at the radial side of the index-finger with the palm facing downward. They move 
apart horizontally to outline the size and shape of a long thin object. The two hands 
that represent the affected element, is located in certain locationJQ showing the sign 
for ‘stick at location,b) the causer ‘Marisa, is fmgerspelt in a neutral signing, 
non-indexed position, indicating that the causer is not being set up for future use in 
the discourse; c) the perspective of the eventuality denoted by the verb is marked 
with a role prominent (RP) clitic^^ which involves movement of the signer's body to 
13 American Sign Language (ASL) has a complex morphological system which includes sub-lexical 
morphological regularities, agreement, incorporation, and various aspectual modulations. Verbs in 
ASL are usually transcribed using supplemented glosses that include a) indexes for verb agreement; b) 
matrix clitics such as SBP (the role-prominence clitic) and cl (the classifier/ground clitic), c) theme 
classifiers (CL: X, where X is a variable that can be filled in by any handshapes or classifiers, for 
instance, G = long thin object [Ito]; s = round solid object [rso]; HAND = handling classifier indicating 
causation/manipulation, etc); and d) morphological markers and various aspect markers (Kegl 1990’ 
P.156). 
14 Signs in ASL are glossed in italicized English capital letters in order to be distinguished from signs 
in HKSL. 
15 Kegl (1990) does not explicitly define the notion of role-prominent (RP) clitic here. However, 
according to Bhan's observation (1996)，Kegl considers the RP as a non-manual marker which occurs 
in the theme slot of a locative verb, and it usually corresponds to the upper torso and head (Bhan 1996， 
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agree with some position associated with the theme. In this transitive example, the 
signer moves from the location of the external argument, i.e. locatioiiQ to the location 
of the stick, i.e. location!Q; d) The sign BREAK is articulated with two fists whose 
palms face downward. The fists 'separate and turn upward and inward in a quick, 
twisting gesture' (Kegl 1990, p. 158) and agree with the location of the theme STICK 
(CL:HAND [S/S]). These fists, in fact, indicate handling of an object and hence serve 
to mark causation. 
The intransitive/unaccusative counterpart of the verb break, is illustrated as 
follows: 
(27) topic avert 
STICK\Q SBP。#,。CL:G/G + BREAK [unaccusative] 
Stick-topic RP-negated-Ito-break 
'The stick broke.' (Kegl 1990，p.l58) 
Two differences are made in the articulation of the intransitive use of break to 
indicate the non-involvement of an agent. First, the RP clitic is associated with a 
head twist and aversion of eyes, signaling that there is no argument corresponding to 
the agent or causer. Second, a SASS classifier, rather than a handling classifier is 
used. The handshape of the intransitive verb break, contains two index fingers 
which sketch out a long thin objects (CL:[G/G]). Hence, instead of suggesting that 
the agent perform the action of holding the stick and breaking it, the responsibility 
for the person who performs the action is left unspecified. The stick, then fills the 
theme position of the verb. 
P.93). 
52 
Based on the evidence found in ASL，Kegl (1990) asserts that ASL must be 
subject to both Burzio,s Generalization and the 'case filter', which the 
intransitive/unaccusative construction must abide to. She points out that in the 
intransitive/unaccusative variant examined above, the D-structure internal argument 
moves to subject position to receive case, and this subject is not body-anchored since 
it must be articulated in certain position. Furthermore, the action of the verb is 
either at the index point of the subject NP, i.e. the affected patient, or is in neutral 
position, which therefore indicates that the subject of an intransitive/unaccusative 
variant is associated with the theta-role of Theme. In light of this, causative 
alternation in ASL is analogous to that in spoken languages, i.e. the expression of 
arguments alternates depending on the transitive/intransitive uses of the verbs. As 
shown, in causative variants, the verbs are associated with two arguments, one is 
external and another is internal, whereas in unaccusative variants, the single 
argument is always structurally internal. This parallels with the causative and 
unaccusative variants in spoken languages, in which the former one is often 
associated with two arguments and the latter one is associated with one argument 
only. Furthermore, the existence of the tiers between the syntactic behavior and the 
semantic properties of verb classes is also revealed in this visual-gestural language, 
in spite of the fact that the surface realizations of such pairs in these two different 
types of languages may vary. 
Kegl has provided a rich description of causative alternation in ASL, where 
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she fully makes use of the sub-lexical morphology such as classifiers and non-
manual features with its corresponding forms of verbs, particularly on the causative 
variants. However, she does not attempt to state clearly the causative morpheme in 
the causative variant. The linguistic status of each of the sub-lexical morphology in 
the causative sentences was not explicitly illustrated in her paper. In addition, she 
does not provide a full-fledged examination on causative alternation with other 
external causes such as natural forces and instruments, which are also assumed to be 
a kind of external argument or causer for the alternating verbs in this phenomenon. 
In the next chapter, we would like to argue that neither the HANDLE classifier, the 
movement of the handshape, nor non-manual features serves to mark the causative 
morphology in the causative variants, based on the evidence of transitive vs. 
causative constructions, and causative vs. unaccusative constructions. We would 
like to posit that in HKSL, an abstract [+cause] feature is in the upper v of vp, 
following the VP shell analysis. Verbs would entail the causative meaning when they 
merge with it, either they are associated with the HANDLE classifier or the SASS 
classifier. 
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Chapter 3: Causative alternation in Hong Kong Sign Language 
3.0 Introduction 
This chapter aims at providing a descriptive account of the alternation of 
causative/unaccusative pairs in HKSL within the framework of argument structure. 
The experimental design will be provided in 3.1. Section 3.2 focuses on the findings 
in HKSL. It will be argued that causative/unaccusative alternation is observed only 
when a volitional agent is involved as the external argument. 
Similar to Kegl's (1985，1990) findings, a HANDLE classifier, which entails the 
involvement of an agent, is associated in the causative/transitive variants. A size and 
shapes classifier (SASS), on the other hand, is adopted in unaccusative/intransitive 
counterparts. We will argue that whether verbs in HKSL have causative/unaccusative 
alternation does not solely depend on the meaning of the verbs but also the 
morphological realization of the verbal predicates. It is also proposed that causative 
constructions in HKSL involves an abstract [+cause] feature in the v of the upper vp, 
following the VP shell analysis. 
3.1 Experiment: picture-description task 
In this experiment, a picture description task was adopted to elicit 
causative/transitive and unaccusative/intransitive sentences. As Haspelmath (1993) 
points out, the basic semantic condition for a verb to appear in causative/unaccusative 
alternation must be a change of state. Accordingly, verbs in spoken languages like 
break, burn, melt, roll, open etc. can occur in such alternation. Seen in this light, our 
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choice of verbs in this experiment is based on the verbs that can undergo 
causative/unaccusative alternation in spoken languages. Verbs chosen range from 
individual verbs to various verb classes in which a set of verbs share some aspect of 
their meaning, such as break verbs, stand verbs, and motion verbs' etc. These classes 
may behave similarly in terms of the kinds of sentences they appear in. Certain verb 
classes, as we can see later, do exhibit systematic transitive alternation in that they 
have both transitive and intransitive counterparts associated with the same meaning of 
the verb. 
A total of 120 drawings were designed for the task. They were divided into 
two sets: the causative pictures and the unaccusative pictures. Three major categories 
as external forces in causative variants are classified: agentive entities, i.e. (1) 
volitional agents, and non-agentive entities, i.e. (2) natural forces, and (3) instruments. 
In linguistics, it is believed that causativity often has a correlation with agentivity. An 
agentive subject is typically referred to an animate volitional instigator of the action 
identified by the verb (Fillmore 1986:28). A Causer can either be agentive entities 
such as humans or non-agentive entities such as instruments or natural forces. A 
volitional Causer is an agent if volitionality is geared toward a causative event in 
which the volitional being exerts the causative force. Otherwise, a Causer can be a 
non-agentive entity only if volitionality is not involved. Given that agentivity 
correlates to causativity, the selections of these three categories as the external forces 
1 Verb classes are classified as according to the verb classes in B. Levin (1993). 
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in the causative variants can be explained. 
In the experiment, the causative and unaccusative pictures were randomized, 
(e.g. one causative picture showed a boy bouncing a ball, whereas the unaccusative 
one showed a ball bouncing by itself). The signers were instructed to memorize the 
details of the picture as much as possible. The picture was taken away when ready. 
The signer was subsequently told to describe the picture to the addressee. 
Four signers, two young native signers and two middle-aged native signer, 
were invited to participate in this experience. Only pictures were given to signers and 
the instruction was also given in signs rather than in written Chinese in order to avoid 
any influence from spoken Chinese. 
Bio-data from two deaf informants was collected in this experiment. The 
backgrounds of these informants are listed in Table (3.1); 
Gender Age Degree of Education Level 
Deafness 
Subject 1 Male ^ Profound Secondary 5 
Subject 2 Female Middle-aged Profound Primary 
Subject 3 Male ^ Profound Secondary 5 
Subject 4 Female Middle-aged Profound Secondary 1 
Table 3.1 Background of the two informants in the experiment 
All the informants are fluent adult signers ofHKSL and they use HKSL as the 
major means of communication in their daily life. 
The whole process of the experiment was videotaped and transcribed by the 
author with the assistance of a young native deaf signer. 
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3.2 Results 
3.2.1 Volitional agents as external force 
In this experiment, data from thirty-five pairs of pictures were obtained. The 
sentence pairs can be categorized into three major patterns of realization; 
I. Lexical causative variants with unaccusative counterparts 
(a) In lexical causative/transitive variants 
SOV [ocL: HANDLE]- the Underlying subject precedes the underlying 
object and the verb is associated with a HANDLE classifier 
e.g. ‘A boy bounced a ball.' 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: BOUNCE—A 3D_R0UND_0BJECT [HANDLE: 
(b) In unaccusative/intransitive variants 
SV[scL. SASS] — the underlying object is moved to the subject position 
and the verb is associated with a SASS classifier 
e.g. 'A ball bounced.' 
BALL CL: A —3D_R0UND_0BJECT—BOUNCE [SASS: 
II. Unaccusative variants without lexical causative counterparts, instead the 
causative construction is demonstrated in a serial verb construction 
(a) In causative construction 
(LOC) S ( 0 ) V 1 [ � C L : HANDLE] (LOC) (S)V2[scl: SASS]-the complex only 
takes one external argument. VI is associated with a HANDLE 
classifier which may incorporate the underlying object. This 
underlying object is shared by VI and V2 which is associated with a 
SASS classifier 
e.g. ‘A man coiled a rope around a post' 
DH： MALE CL: COIL_A_LONG—THIN_OBJECT 
[HANDLE: f7] \ 
BH： LETTER-CYLINDER ROPE \ 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL一 OBJECT / 
[SASS: I 
DH 
BH： CL: COIL_A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL—OBJECT 
[HANDLE: ff / SASS: 
NDH: 
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(b) In unaccusative/intransitive variants 
SV[scL. SASS] - the underlying object is moved to the subject position 
and the verb is associated with a SASS classifier 
e.g. ‘A rope coiled around a post.' 
DH： CL:A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT—COIL [SASS:於]\ 
BH： LETTER-CYLINDER ROPE y 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [SASS: 
DH： 
BH： CL: A_LONG_ THIN_OBJECT_ COIL_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT 
[SASS: 
NDH: 
III. Lexical causative variants without unaccusative counterparts 
(a) In causative/transitive variants 
SOV [scL: HANDLE]— t h e Underlying subject precedes the underlying 
object and the verb is associated with a HANDLE classifier 
e.g. ‘A boy tore some pieces of paper.' 
MALE-CHILD PAPER CL: TEAR_FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS 
[HANDLE:韓] 
(b) Serial verb constructions 
(LOC) SV[SCL: HANDLE] (Pro)V[cL: SASS厂 the underlying object is 
moved to the subject position. VI is associated with a HANDLE 
classifier while V2 which is associated with a SASS classifier 
contiguously follow VI and incorporates the underlying object. 
e.g. 'The papers got torn.' 




S - Subject O - Object V - Verb CL - Classifier 
LOC — Location HANDLE - Handling Classifier 
SASS - Size and Shape Specifier (SASS) Classfier 
V I - Upper Verb V2 - Lower Verb Pro - Pro form 
()—Optional Sign 
The number of occurrence and overall percentage of each sentence pair is 
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provided in Table (3.2). 
Sentence Pair Pattern No. of Percentage 
Occurrence % 
I Causative variants with unaccusative counterparts ^ 66 
II Unaccusative variants without lexical causative 8 23 
counterparts 
m _ Causative variants without unaccusative counterparts 4 11 
Total: 35 T o t a l : ^ 
100% 
Table (3.2) Result of volitional agents as external force in the causative 
alternation in HKSL 
3.2.1.1 Lexical causative variants with unaccusative counterparts 
Similar to the findings of Kegl (1985, 1990)，the causative/transitive form of 
most verbs contains a HANDLE classifier, indicating the involvement of a volitional 
agent: 
(1) 'A boy bounced a ball.' (Figure 3-1) 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: BOUNCE—A 3D—ROUND—OBJECT [HANDLE: 
The articulation of the above sentence contains three independent signs: The 
first sign MALE-CHILD refers to the volitional agent or causer. This sign is 
articulated in a neutral, non-indexed position, entailing that it is an indefinite NP. The 
sign BALL, a two-handed sign is formed by two curved 5 ( (^) hands outlining the 
shape of the object. The sign is articulated in the signer's neutral space, roughly at the 
chest level. The last sign involves a classifier predicate, the verb BOUNCE is signed 
in a spreading 5-handshape The palm orients downward and moves in a 
repeated and vertical pivoting manner. This 5-handshape in fact encodes an agentive 
meaning as it selects a volitional entity which manipulates the ball by bouncing it. In 
this sense, the verb BOUNCE here denotes a complex event in which both the causing 
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event and the caused event are morphologically articulated in this classifier. It is 
noted that the HANDLE classifier serves a reference tracking function. It acts like a 
proform since it is co-referential with two arguments, the external argument MALE-
CHILD and the internal argument BALL, which both serve as its antecedents?. 
The unaccusative counterpart of the verb is articulated in this way: 
(2) ‘A ball bounced., (Figure 3-2) 
BALL CL: A_3D_R0UND—OBJECT—BOUNCE [SASS: 
The unaccusative variant is different from its causative counterpart in that it involves a 
SASS classifier. This classifier outlines the size and shape of the noun referent BALL 
which is the theme of the event. The verb BOUNCE contains a C-handshape ( ^ ) 
whose palm is outward. The movement is complex because it consists of two path 
movements: a vertical pivot movement along a right to left movement. This SASS 
classifier hence triggers an interpretation distinct from the causative one because there 
is no specific information regarding who is responsible for the bouncing action. As 
such, the bouncing action of the ball can be regarded as internally caused. In addition, 
2 Although our HKSL data show that the HANDLE classifier is always co-referential to the external 
argument and internal argument, it is by no means saying that the anaphoric relation only ties with the 
agent and the theme arguments. In some cases, the HANDLE classifier is co-referential to the subject, 
i.e. the agent, and the adjunct such as instruments: 
(a) 'The boy held a hammer and hammered the table with it. ’ 
INDEXDCT MALE-CHILD HAMMER TABLE CL: HAMMER—A_2D_RECTANGULAR 
_OBJECT [HANDLE: FT 
(b) 'The fanner held a sprinkler and sprinkled the flowers. ’ 
INDEXDET FARMER WATER SPLINKLER FLOWER CL: SPRINKLE一FLOWER 
HANDLE: / FL] 
The verbal predicate CL: HAMMER_A_2D_RECTANGULAR—OBJECT in (a) is signed in a S-
handshape (fl) that moves in a tensed downward pivot movement, whereas the predicate in (b) is signed 
in two S-handshapes (f^) that moves repeatedly from left to right in an arc route. These handshapes, as 
we note, are not coreferential to the themes TABLE and FLOWER, but they denote how the agents ‘the 
boy' and ‘the farmer'' manipulate the instruments ‘the hammer' and ‘the sprinkler' respectively. 
Therefore, it shows that the anaphoric relation marked by the HANDLE classifiers in (a) and (b) are 
coreferential to the agents and the instruments, rather than to the themes. 
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this classifier predicate only specifies the change of state of the ball but nothing about 
the causing event. The internal event of the verb, therefore, is a simple event structure 
that only consists of the resulting state that the ball bounces. Similar to the HANDLE 
classifier, the SASS classifier also serves a referential tracking function, but it is only 
co-referential with the theme and reflects the salient characteristics of the noun 
referent, that is, the three dimensional round shape of ‘the balV. 
Note that in this instance, the internal argument BALL is articulated before 
the classifier predicate whereas the NP argument denoting an Agent or Causer is not 
articulated, hence indicating that the ball is bouncing by itself. We suggest that the 
internal argument BALL moves to the subject position when the verb is used in an 
intransitive form which must be associated with a SASS classifier, thereby 
conforming to the Unaccusative Hypothesis, which states that an unaccusative verb 
has a derived subject which is base-generated as an object. The external argument is 
already bound in the lexical semantic representation before projecting to the argument 
structure, and it cannot be projected onto the S-stmcture as well. 
This sentence structure, in which a HANDLE classifier is associated in 
causative/transitive sentences and a SASS classifier appears in 
unaccusative/intransitive variants, amounts to 66% in this set of data. Similar findings 
can be observed in other examples, such as the verb COIL. The causative variant for 
the notion of ‘A man coiled a rope around a post' is realized as follows: 
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(3a) 'A man coiled a rope around a post' (Figure 3-3) 
D H 3 : MALE CL: COIL—A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT \ 
[HANDLE: (7 ] \ 
BH： LETTER-CYLINDER ROPE / 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [SASS: ‘ 
DH 
BH： CL: COIL_A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT 
[HANDLE: (7 / SASS: 
NDH: 
In the above causative variant, the articulation first involves the sign of a NP 
LETTER-CYLINDER, followed by the sign MALE referring to the volitional agent, 
and also the theme ROPE which is represented by two A-handshapes (f7) with the 
thumbs and index fingers touching each other tracing away toward the two sides to 
indicate a long thin object. In the classifier predicate 
'COIL_A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_AROUND_A_ CYLINDERAL—OBJECT，，the 
signer holds up his non-dominant hand with a C-handshape ( ^ ) as if there is a post in 
front of him. It is, in fact, a size and shape specifier (SASS) for the post. The verb 
COIL is signed by a A-handshape ( ^ ) swirling the dominant hand around the non-
dominant hand repeatedly, thus replicating an actual hand holding a rope and coiling it 
around a post. The A-handshape, as we can see, is a HANDLE classifier which marks 
agentivity, that is, the presence of the external argument MAN in the sentence. Hence 
3 Some of the examples in this thesis are transcribed in three parallel rows to indicate the interaction of 
the dominant (DH) and non-dominant hands (NDH). According to Sze (2000)，'Dominance' can be 
defined at two levels. At a general production level, the dominant hand is the preferred hand/arm used 
to articulate fmgerspelled forms and one-handed signs. This preference lies on the handness of the 
signer. At the lexical level, the hand that performs the motion part of a two-handed sign is 'dominant' 
whereas the hand forming the motionless base is 'non-dominant'. In this study, 'dominant hand' (DH), 
'non-dominant hand (NDH) and 'both hands' (BH) are used to denote how the signers articulate the 
signs. Our informants in the study are right-handed and use their right hands as dominant hands. 
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the eventuality is externally performed. 
The intransitive articulation of the verb, is signed as follows: 
(3b) 'A rope coiled around a post.， (Figure 3-4) 
DH： CL: A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_COIL [SASS: 
BH： LETTER-CYLINDER ROPE ) 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [SASS: 丨 
DH： 
BH： CL: A_LONG_ THIN_OBJECT_ COIL_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT 
[SASS: 
NDH: 
Similar to the intransitive use BOUNCE, the external argument MALE does not exist 
in the articulation. The sign of the intransitive verb COIL is articulated in 1-
handshape (^) which is a tracing SASS classifier in the predicate 
'COIL_ROPE_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL OBJECT'. According to Supalla 
(1986), a tracing SASS classifier is another way to classify the shape of the object. It 
traces a two or three dimensional outline of the referred object by moving around 
space. Although the movement of the intransitive verb COIL is analogous to the 
coiling action performed by the agent in the transitive sentence, it only entails a state 
rather than an activity. In fact, the tracing movement by the 1-handshape (^) is added 
to represent the three dimensional characteristic as well as the length of the object 
ROPE which cannot be marked by the handshape alone. Therefore the repeated 
swirling movement only indicates the resultative state that the rope coils around the 
post, rather than a process that it coils around certain location by itself. In fact, in our 
experiment, verbs such as stand and hang that are usually accompanied with locations 
64 
often render a static interpretation in their intransitive use. The informants do not 
accept the non-static situation since a location is involved. 
(4a) 'A boy stood the books on a book-shelf.' (Figure 3-5) 
BOOK-SQUARE MALE-CHILD BOOK CL: STAND—BOOK_ON一 
BOOK-SQUARE 
[H A N D L E: 
(4b) 'The books stood on a book-shelf.' (Figure 3-6) 
BOOK-SQUARE BOOK CL: BOOK_STAND_ON—BOOK-SQUARE [SASS: ft^] 
(5a) 'A girl hang a picture on the wall.' (Figure 3-7) 
WALL FEMALE-CHILD PICTURE CL: HANG_2D_FLAT_ OBJECT_ON_ A_ 
VERTICAL—PLANE [H A N D L E: f7/f7] 
(5b) 'A picture hang on the wall.' (Figure 3-8) 
WALL PICTURE CL: 2D_FLAT OBJECT_HANG_ON_A_VERTICAL _ P L A N E [SASS: ^ / f r ] 
In the transitive variants (4a) and (5a), the NPs BOOK-SQUARE (translated 
as bookshelf) and WALL are initially articulated at the beginning of the sentences, 
followed by the volitional agents MALE-CHILD and FEMALE-CHILD (glossed as 
girl) and also the themes BOOK and PICTURE respectively. The sign of the transitive 
verb STAND in (4a) is articulated in a HANDLE classifier with a g-handshape ( - ^ ) 
whose palm is outward. The movement of this sign involves a series of single pivot 
movement away from the signer's neutral body, suggesting that the agent MALE-
CHILD is placing several books on the book-shelf. On the other hand, the transitive 
verb HANG in (5a) involves two S-handshapes (f}) with the palms facing each other. 
The movement is indicated by an upward extension of the forearms roughly from the 
signer's chest, imitating that the external argument FEMALE-CHILD is hanging a 
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picture on the wall. Obviously, the eventualities of standing the books and hanging the 
picture in these examples are externally caused. 
The intransitive variants of the verbs STAND and HANG are exemplified in 
(4b) and (5b) respectively. In these examples, the internal arguments BOOKS and 
PICTURE are produced next to the location signs BOOK-SQUARE and WALL. The 
intransitive use of the verb STAND in (4b) is a B-handshape ({V) with the thumb 
unopposed and palm facing leftward, whereas the intransitive verb HANG in (5b) is a 
two-handed sign with two B-handshape ({V) whose palms facing outward. These 
handshapes in fact respectively outline the one dimensional shapes of the themes 
BOOK and PICTURE whose shapes are more or less in square or rectangular frames. 
Similar to the intransitive verb COIL in (3b), both movements of the intransitive verbs 
STAND and HANG resemble to the movements indicated in their transitive use. 
However, neither of them do contribute a dynamic meaning since the themes ‘books, 
and ‘a picture' cannot perform the action of standing or hanging by themselves. We 
argue that the movement of these verbs encodes stative meaning. That is to say, the 
single pivot movement of the verb STAND and the upward extension of the forearms 
of the verb HANG in their intransitive use are transitional movements that are 
necessary to perform in order to contact the locations NPs BOOK-SQUARE in (4b) 
and WALL in (5b). Therefore, in these cases, the verbs only render a static 
interpretation rather than a process. Seen in this light, we argue that verbs like COIL, 
STAND and HANG in the intransitive use are static in nature and they contribute no 
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dynamic meaning. 
Unlike what Kegl (1990) observes in her ASL analysis, we do not find any 
evidence concerning non-manual features in causative/unaccusative alternation in 
HKSL. The signers consistently assume a neutral body position when they sign both 
causative and unaccusative variants. They may maintain eye gaze with the addressee 
or may look at their hands when performing the verbs or classifier predicates^ The 
utterances are still acceptable even no non-manual features appear. We would suggest 
that the lack of non-manual features may be attributed to the design of elicitation 
experiment which only individual pictures are elicited. As Sze (2000) points out, 
non-manual features such as eye gaze and body shift are more likely to appear in a 
signing discourse situation where referents are assigned spatial loci (Sze 2000，p.50). 
Moreover, we believe that it is the distinctive use of the classifiers that primarily 
differentiate the realization of the transitive and intransitive variants when the verbs 
select volitional agents as the external argument in the transitive predicates. The 
HANDLE classifier is always associated with causative sentences, whereas 
unaccusative variants choose the SASS classifier. Therefore, we do not observe 
4 We do find some non-manual features such as eye gaze and head shift in some verbs of the stand class. 
For instance, in the causative and unaccusative uses of the verb MOVE, the signers maintain eye gaze 
and head shift when performing the classifier predicates, indicating that the theme argument TABLE 
moves from location a to location b. Although the informants reflects that the utterances are still 
grammatical even without non-manual features, they may consider the sentences as somewhat 
unnatural. 
a) ‘A boy moved the table. ’ 
eye-gaze-shift from left to right 
MALE-CHILE TABLE CL: MOVE—TABLE [ H A N D L E : � � 
b) 'The table moved.' 
eye-gaze-shift from left to right 
TABLE CL: TABLE-MOVE [ S A S S : _ ] 
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explicit non-manual features in distinguishing causative alternation in HKSL. 
Sze (2000) points out that in HKSL, a SVO order always occur with 'plain 
verb' (in Padden's (1988) ASL verb typology) which are supposed not to encode 
agreement or spatial information of the referent. These verbs are usually bodily-
anchored signs whose articulations unlikely incorporate any classifiers^ However, 
when an object classifier is incorporated into the verb, the word order must be SOV. In 
fact, we find our lexical causative data compatible with the observation that Sze has 
mentioned. A SOV^HANDLE： OCL] sequence with a HANDLE classifier is the most 
prevalent pattern observed in our transitive/causative data, although a SV^HANDLE： 
OCL]06 order seems also acceptable by the deaf informants. We suspect that it may be 
partly attributable to the lexical semantics that the causative verbs have to assign an 
affected patient role and therefore they have to take a classifier in the predicate. The 
affected patient entity, is then necessarily to be articulated before the verb in order to 
be the antecedent of classifier, since the latter only has to be co-referential to it. 
Nonetheless, it is still indeterminable as to either SVO order or SOV order is the basic 
one is HKSL. We leave this issue open for future research. 
5 As Kegl, Schick (1990) and Sze (2000), the process by which a classifier morpheme being combined 
with a verb root is called incorporation in signed languages. 
6 Our informants accept SVO order, even the internal argument does not serve as the antecedent of the 
classifier predicate. 
a) 'A boy bounced the ball.‘ MALE-CHILD CL: BOUNCE_A 3D ROUND OBJECT [HANDLE: i^] BALL 
b) ‘A girl hang a picture on the wall. ’ 
WALL FEMALE-CHILD CL: HANG一A FLAT RECTANGULAR OBJECT—PICTURE 
—AGAINST A VERTICAL PLANE [HANDLE: ^/fi] 
However, this pattern is not prevalent when the classifier is associated with the verbal predicates. Our 
informants still prefer the SOV order. 
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Sze (2000) suggests that in some SOV cases, the objects that serve as 
antecedents are necessarily omitted due to the phonological similarity of the noun-
verb pairs^ such as 'DOOR-OPEN' in the present case. 
(6) 'A boy opens a door.’ 
RH®: MALE 
BH： CL: OPEN-DOOR 
LH: 
Subj. classifier predicate (V+OCL) (Sze 2000, p.44:16) 
The sign for the classifier predicate CL: OPEN-DOOR is a two-handed sign. 
This sign is articulated in the signer's neutral signing space. It involves two B-
handshapes (f)) representing two door panels. The palms of the two hands are 
orientating outward. Supination of the forearm of the dominant hand leads to the palm 
being orientating outward, hence imitating a door is opening. Note that there is no 
independent sign for the object DOOR. Sze (2000) argues that it is unnecessary to add 
DOOR before the classifier predicate because the nominal sign DOOR is nearly 
phonologically analogous to the classifier predicate CL: OPEN-DOOR^ Therefore, 
adding an independent sign for the object before the classifier predicate looks 
redundant, and unnatural. 
If an independent sign for the classifier is unnecessary due to the 
7 ASL also abounds with phonological similarity of noun-verb pair. For instance, the citation form of 
DRIVE in ASL is phonologically identical with the noun CAR. The classifier predicate CL: 
DRIVE—CAR is articulated with a HANDLE classifier in two S-handshape (fl). The two hands are 
articulated in a pivot movement in front of the signer's neutral space, thus replicating the action of two 
hands manipulating the steering whell. The object CAR (i.e. steering wheel of a car) is identified 
through the handshape of the sign of the verb DRIVE. Previous analyses in ASL suggests that this type 
of motion verbs is a transitive predicate construction with an object argument. 
8 In Sze's (2000) study, 'RH' stands for 'right-handed'; ‘LH, stands for 'left-handed' and 'BH' stands 
for 'both handed'. 
9 The only difference between the nominal sign DOOR and CL: OPEN-DOOR is that the movement of 
the wrist is once for the predicate, while the noun is produced in a restrained and repeated movement of 
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phonological similarity of the noun-verb pair, we assume that this phenomenon would 
also appear in our HKSL data. However, our assumption is not borne out. The deaf 
informants consistently reflect that an independent sign for the object should be 
produced to serve as the antecedent, failing such would result in an ungrammatical 
sequence: 
(7) 'A boy closed a door.' (Figure 3-9) 
* MALE-CHILD CL: CLOSE_A FLAT—VERTICAL—PLANE [HANDLE: f)] 
Though the sign DOOR and the classifier predicate CL: 
CLOSE_A_FLAT_VERTICAL_PLANE is phonologically similar, • which are also 
articulated in B-handshape (f)), the signers constantly sign an independent sign for the 
object DOOR. They comment that ambiguity may arise because other signs that also 
share the phonological similarity with the predicate such as WINDOW may be 
interpreted. In avoidance of any misinterpretation, the independent sign DOOR 
should be articulated in the transitive/causative variant. 
(8) 'A boy closed a door.' (Figure 3-10) 
DH： MALE-CHILD CL: CLOSE—A_FLAT_VERTICAL_PLANE \ 
[HANDLE: fi] \ 
BH： DOOR j 
NDH： A_FLAT_VERTICAL_PLANE [SASS: f ) ] ‘ 
DH： 
BH: CL: CLOSE_A—FLAT—VERTICAL-PLANE [HANDLE: ft / SASS: ft] 
NDH: 
Seen in this light, the existence of the noun antecedent for the classifier is 
obligatory in the causative variants since it provides the cue that the entity involved 
the dominating palm, usually twice. 
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has the status of being affected, hence it can be interpreted as a theme argument. It is 
necessary for the causative variants in HKSL to be associated with two arguments, the 
external argument and the internal argument. 
3.2.1.2 Unaccusative variants without lexical causative counterparts 
In our HKSL data, certain verb classes do exhibit a consistent pattern in 
causative/unaccusative alternation. For instance, almost all roll verbs such as ROLL, 
SLIDE, ROTATE and verbs of motion such as COIL, TILT, MOVE can undergo 
causative/unaccusative alternation. Some verbs in these classes, however, only appear 
as an intransitive variant. The verbs lean and crash are lexical causative verbs in 
spoken languages such as ‘The man leans a pole against the waW or ‘ The man crashes 
the car' in English. However, in HKSL, it seems that these verbs donot appear to be 
lexical causative verbs. Consider the following two verbs LEAN and CRASH in their 
intransitive uses; 
(9) 'A ladder leaned against the door.' (Figure 3-11) 
DH： CL: A 2D_FLAT—VERTICAL—OBJECT—LEAN 
[SASS:终] » 









丨 [SASS:终/ ft] 
NDH： A_FLAT_VERTICAL_PLANE [SASS: ft] 
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(10) 'A car crashed against the wall' (Figure 3-12) 
DH： CL: v e h i c l e — c r a s h [SASS: ft — \ 







/ ( V — 
N D H : A_FLAT—VERTICAL—PLANE [SASS: fr] 
in (9) and (10)，the NP arguments LADDER and CAR, which are the affected themes, 
are first articulated in a subject position of the sentences, followed by location, DOOR 
in (9) and WALL in (10). The verb LEAN in (9) in its unaccusat ive use is a one-
handed sign and is expressed by a V-handshape which refers to the two legs of the 
ladder. This handshape in fact is a size and shape specifier (SASSes) that outlines the 
ladder as a two dimensional object. It combines with the SASS classifier for DOOR 
outlined by a B-handhape (fV). Similarly, the verb CRASH in (10) is also a size and 
shape specifier'® (B-handshape with the palm oriented downward, f)) that refers to the 
one-dimensional shape of the car. It moves towards the palm of the non-dominant 
hand represented by a B-handshape ({V) for WALL. The finger tips of the dominant 
hand touch the palm of the non-dominant hand and flex, thus indicating the crashing 
action of the car. Note that in both (9) and (10), the proforms of the location signs 
A FLAT VERTICAL PLANE for DOOR and WALL are simultaneously articulated _ — —  
10 We do not consider the classifiers for LADDER in (9) and CAR (10) as CLASSes which represents 
the semantic category of a referent entity without specifying its size and shape. We argue that the V-
handshape (略）for LADDER in fact imitates the two legs of a ladder, whereas theB-handshape (ft) for 
CAR represents the upper part of a car. In these cases, the handshape articulators are SASSes. In fact, in 
HKSL and ASL, however, a CLASSes classifier expressed by a ^ handshape is adopted to refer to 
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with the classifier predicates CL: A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL—OBJECT—LEAN and 
CL: VEHICLE—CRASH respectively, thus suggesting that the verbs LEAN and 
C R A S H should be associated with the presence of a location. However, as our data 
show, it seems that a verb associated with the HANDLE classifier should be added in 
order to generate a causative meaning when the verbs select a volitional agent as the 
external argument: 
(11) 'A man put a ladder and it leaned against the door.’ 
(Figure 3-13) 
DH： MALE 
BH： LADDER CL: PUT_A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_0BJECT [HANDLE: f^/fl] DOOR 
NDH 
D H : CL: A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_0BJECT_LEAN [SASS:终] 
BH: \ CL: A_2D_FLAT_ 
\ VERTICAL _ 






DH： A—FLAT—VERTICAL一PLANE [SASS: fV] 
(12) 'A man drove a car and it crashed against a wall.' 
(Figure 3-14) 
DH： MALE 
BH： WALL CL: DRIVE-VEHICLE [HANDLE: fl/fl] 
NDH: 
vehicles of different shapes such as private cars, trucks or buses. 
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D H： CL: V E H I C L E - C R A S H [SASS: ft 
B H： \ CL: V E H I C L E - C R A S H - A G A I N ST_ 
\ A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C L E _ P L A N E 
/ [SASS: • ？] 
NDH： A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C L E _ P L A N E [SASS: ^ 
In the example (11), the verb PUT is signed by two HANDLE classifiers with two S-
handshapes which first move from point a to the front of the signer's neutral space 
and then move a little forward to point b by extending the elbows vertically. This 
movement in fact indicates the action of putting the ladder in a certain location. While 
the verb DRIVE in (12) is also produced by two HANDLE classifiers with two S-
handshapes (f() that perform alternate up and down movement to replicate the two 
hands of a driver holding the steering wheel of the car. As illustrated, the causative 
meaning in these instances cannot be generated only by the verbal predicate associated 
with the SASS classifier, since the verbal predicate only denotes a resultative state. 
Instead a verb which is associated with a HANDLE classifier is obligatory in order to 
denote the action of the agents on the objects. Deleting the HANDLE classifier 
predicate will trigger ungrammatical utterances: 
(13) ‘A man put a ladder and it leaned against the door.‘ 
*DH： M A L E 
*BH： L A D D E R D O O R 
*NDH 
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*DH： CL: A _ 2 D _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L一O B J E C T - L E A N [SASS:终] 
* B H : \ CL: A _ 2 D _ F L A T _ 
\ V E R T I C A L 
\ -OBJECT一 L E A N _ 
\ A G A I N S T — A _ 
] F L A T -
/ V E R T I C A L _ 
/ P L A N E 
/ [ S A S S : 
*NDH： A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L _ P L A N E [ S A S S : m 
(14) ‘A man drove a car and it crashed against the wall.' 
*DH： M A L E CL: V E H I C L E — C R A S H [ S A S S : f) 
* B H : W A L L \ CL: VEHICLE一CRASH 
\ _ A G A I N S T _ A _ 
\ F L A T _ V E R T I C L E 
I - P L A N E 
/ [ S A S S : f ) I 
/ ―^ 
*NDH： A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C L E _ P L A N E [ S A S S : f r ] 
The deaf informants do not accept these sentences because no verbs corresponding to 
the actions performed by the agents are signed. As such, the presence of an external 
argument is meaningless. In other words, the causing event associated with the 
external argument cannot be realized. As we can observe, the SASS classifier 
predicates CL: A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_0BJECT_LEAN and CL: 
VEHICLE—CRASH in (13) and (14) are the verbal predicates which denotes the 
events associated with the theme arguments LADDER and CAR only, but they are not 
the verbal predicates that denote the events associated with the external arguments. 
Recall that the HANDLE classifier always has a close connection with the external 
argument because it is intrinsically associated with volitional agents. Once a 
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volitional agent is involved, the sign of a verb must be expressed through a HANDLE 
classifier. That is to say, the existence of an agent must trigger the HANDLE classifier 
in the utterance. Hence, if a sentence does not contain any verb which denotes an 
event associated with the volitional agent, an additional verb with a HANDLE 
classifier is obligatory to represent such a relationship. 
Nonetheless, the verbs PUT and DRIVE alone do not indicate the actions of 
leaning the ladder and crashing the car without the unaccusative verbs LEAN and 
CRASH: 
(15) ‘A man leaned a ladder against the door.' 
* M A L E L A D D E R CL: P U T — A _ 2 D _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L _ 0 B J E C T [ H A N D L E : ^ / f l ] D O O R 
(16) ‘A man crashed a car against the wall.' 
* M A L E CL: D R I V E - V E H I C L E [ H A N D L E : _ W A L L 
This may be attributable to the semantic meaning of the verbs PUT and DRIVE. 
Adopting the analysis such as Dowty (1979) and Parsons (1990)，verbs like put and 
drive only represent a simple structure predicate, in which only the activity part exists 
in the lexical semantic representation while the state part is excluded. These verbs 
therefore only specify the causing event associated with the external argument but 
they cannot indicate the ultimate result of the initial activity due to the lack of a central 
subevent" (in Hale and Keyser’s (1987) term) which is associated with the theme. 
Viewing from this perspective, the signs PUT and DRIVE must only entail the action 
“The lexical representation for a causative verb like break can be analyzed as involving two sub-events. 
(Dowty 1979; Parsons 1990). According to Hale and Keyser (1987), the two sub-events can be 
characterized as the causing sub-event and the central sub-event. The causing sub-event is the event 
associated with a causer argument which initiate the actions, whereas the central sub-event is the event 
that specifies the change associated with the verb. 
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of putting or driving performed by the external argument. We argue that in causative 
sentences in HKSL, when the activity part and state part can be morphologically 
realized by only a lexical causative verb, only a HANDLE classifier is used to denote 
the eventuality when the verb selects a volitional agent as the external argument. If, 
however, the event cannot be morphologically realized by a lexical causative verb, a 
HANDLE classifier predicate must co-occur with a SASS classifier predicate to 
generate the predicate meaning. In these instances, the causing event of putting or 
driving should be realized by a classifier predicate that involves a HANDLE classifier 
CL: PUT_A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL_0BJECT and CL: DRIVE—VEHICLE， 
whereas the resultative state of leaning or crashing should be realized by a classifier 
predicate that involves a SASS classifier CL: A 2D FLAT VERTICAL 
OBJECT_LEAN or CL: VEHICLE—CRASH. The SASS classifier explicitly marks 
the end point of the activity initiated by the agent. If the causing event and the 
resultative state must be morphologically realized by two verbal predicates associated 
with different classifiers in HKSL, what causative structures do (11) and (12) 
demonstrate? 
Baker (1989，1991)，Campbell (1996)，Collins (1997)，Dune (1998) and among 
others have examined serial verb constructions (SVCs) in spoken languages. 
Although various theoretical analyses have been conducted on the constructions, 
researchers generally agree that SVCs must involve an internal argument shared by a 
succession of verbs which may either be contiguously or non-contiguously linked. 
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These verbs, however, exhibit a strict but consistent distribution pattern. It is 
predicable that if VI is transitive or unergative, then V2 must be unaccusative, thereby 
having an internal role to share with VI. Examples in Yoruba and Ewe that illustrate 
the pattern can be found in (17) and (18) below, where ti ‘push, and /o ‘hit, are 
transitive, and ‘fall, and are taken to be unaccusative: 
(17) olu ti omo naa §ubu 
Olu push child the fall 
'Olu pushed the child down.' (Baker 1989，p.532) 
(18) Ekpe fo kopo yi xo-me 
Rock hit cup go room-in 
‘A rock hit a cup into the room.' (Collins 1997，p.465) 
The above paradigms show that V2 describes the result of VI. In (17)，the 
child falls down results from being pushed by Olu, whereas in (18), the cup goes into 
the room because the rock hits it. These two instances illustrate that the direct object 
of VI is understood to be the direct object of V2, that is, the direct objects omo nda 
‘the child, and kopo ‘cup, of the transitive verbs ti ‘push, and fo ‘hif in (17) and (18) 
are the internal arguments of the unaccusative verbs subu ‘fall, and yi 
respectively. In other words, VI and V2 in two instances share the same internal 
arguments. 
We find that the data exemplified in examples (11) and (12) show a strong 
resemblance to the SVCs in spoken languages. Both examples take only one external 
argument MALE in the complexes, and the verbal predicates associated with the 
HANDLE classifiers and the SASS classifiers share the same internal arguments, 
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LADDER and CAR in (11) and (12) respectively, which are understood to be the 
underlying direct objects of both of the former predicates and the latter predicates. In 
fact, our data rule out the possibility that (11) and (12) are paratactic constructions, a 
kind of clausal construction in which an overt direct object is necessarily spelt out 
before the V2: 
(19) ‘The man put a ladder and it leaned against the door.， 
D H： M A L E 
B H： L A D D E R CL: P U T _ A _ 2 D _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L _ 0 B J E C T [ H A N D L E : ^ / f l ] D O O R 
NDH 
D H： CL: A _ 2 D _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L _ 0 B J E C T _ L E A N 
[SASS:络] \ 
B H： L A D D E R \ CL: A _ 2 D _ FLAT_ 
\ V E R T I C A L -
\ O B J E C T -
\ LEAN一 
I A G A I N S T _ A 
/ -FLAT-
/ V E R T I C A L -
/ P L A N E 
/ [ S A S S : 崎 ] 
NDH： A_FLAT—VERTICAL—PLANE [ S A S S : ‘ 
(20) ‘A man drove a car and it crashed against the wall.' 
D H： M A L E 
B H : W A L L CL: D R I V E - V E H I C L E [ H A N D L E : f^ / f t ] 
NDH: 
D H： CL: VEHICLE—HIT [SASS: ft — • 
B H： C A R \ CL: V E H I C L E — C R A S H -
\ AGAINST—A 
\ F L A T - V E R T I C A L 
/ - P L A N E 
/ [ S A S S : 
NDH： A—FLAT—VERTICLE-PLANE [ S A S S : f r ] / 
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In the above two paradigms, the clauses associated with SASS classifier 
predicates immediately follow the clauses associated with HANDLE classifier 
predicates. The internal arguments LADDER in (19) and CAR in (20) must be overtly 
articulated in the second clause in order to appear as surface subjects. In fact, we 
observe that a pause always occurs between the two clauses when signers explicitly 
articulate the overt direct objects in the two utterances. However, in the instances (11) 
and (12), an overt direct object LADDER or CAR is not articulated between the first 
and second verbal predicates. Seen in this light, we argue that the causative 
constructions i n ( l l ) and (12) are serial verb constructions that the internal argument is 
shared by both verbal classifier predicates. 
Interestingly, the complex event denoted by some verbs in HKSL can either 
be morphologically realized by a single verbal classifier predicate or realized by two 
different classifier predicates; that is to say, the resulting state of the eventuality can 
either be explicitly articulated or implicitly encoded. Consider the following example: 
(21) ‘A baby tipped a bottle of milk and the milk spilt on the table.' 
(Figure 3-15) 
DH： CL: TIP—A_ CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [HANDLE: — 
BH： TABLE BABY 
NDH： MILK 
DH: — 
BH： \ CL: LIQUID_SPILL_FROM_A_ 
\ CYLINDERICAL-
/ OBJECT 
/ [HANDLE: ^ /SASStl-> fH 
NDH： CL: LIQUID—SPILL [SASS: • t?^  ] ‘ 
The verb SPILL in HKSL is an unaccusative verb. It involves a repeated movement, 
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i.e. opening and closing of the fist by changing the handshapes from O (^ 1) to 5 (替） 
repeatedly. Similar to the causative constructions of 'A man drove a car and it hit 
against a wall, and ‘A man put a ladder and it leaned against the door,, we observe a 
HANDLE classifier predicate CL: TIP_A_3D_CYLINDERICAL_0BJECT precedes 
the internal argument MILK which undergoes an affecting process. This HANDLE 
classifier is triggered due to the existence of the external argument BABY. The verb 
TIP in (21) is signed through pronation of the forearm with a C-handshape ( ^ ) , 
entailing that a person tips the bottle and causes the milk to flow out. Hence, the 
action of the person denotes the causing event of the predicate. It is worth noting that 
the sign BOTTLE is never produced as an independent sign in the utterance but is 
incorporated into the classifier verb TIP. Note that the signing of the sentence can also 
be realized in the following way. 
(22) 'A baby tipped a bottle of milk and the milk spilt on the table.' 
TABLE BABY MILK CL: TIP_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [HANDLE: 
The deaf informants comment that sentence (22) is grammatical because the 
action of tippling the bottle can implicitly denote the resulting state of the spilling of 
milk. Note that milk can only spill from certain container and therefore the deaf 
informants reflect that the bottle should contain milk in order to undergo the process of 
spilling. In other words, the sign MILK which appears as an affected patient must be 
articulated before the verbal predicate. Apparently, the verb TIP is HKSL is an 
accomplishment verb which exhibits a complex event consisting of both an activity 
and a state. Therefore the verb specifies both the causing subsevent associated with 
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the agent and the central subevent associated with the theme argument. This is 
explicitly articulated in (21). The first classifier predicate involves a HANDLE 
classifier associated with the external argument BABY and the second predicate 
involves a SASS classifier associated with the internal argument MILK. In fact, the 
second classifier predicate added in (21) can be treated as a resultative verbal predicate 
further specifies an already encoded change of state. This change of state, as we have 
noticed, is the result of spilling the milk that is actually encoded in the HANDLE 
classifier predicate CL: TIP_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT. It is worth noting that 
in the classifier predicate CL: TIP_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT, the HANDLE 
classifier is coreferential to two participating entities, the hand of the external agent 
‘the baby, holding the bottle, and an opaque internal argument ‘the bottle' which is the 
affected element. 
The intransitive use of the sentence is illustrated in the following: 
(23) 'The milk spilt on the table.' 
DH： BOTTLE [SASS: 
BH： TABLE CL: LIQUID-
\ SPILL 





/ T i — H ^ 
' / � 
NDH： MILK CL: LIQUID—SPILL [SASS: ^ i；?^] 
In the articulation of (23), the signer retains his dominant hand with a C-handshape 
( ^ ) that refers to the bottle. However, the orientation of the palm faces downward 
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and no movement is involved. This handshape therefore suggests that the bottle lies 
on the table, rather than is tipped by an external argument, thus contributing to a 
stative interpretation of the bottle. Therefore, in this example, the eventuality of 
spilling of the milk is internally caused since it is a natural phenomenon that liquid 
flows out spontaneously if its container is placed horizontally. Following the 
Unaccusativity Hypothesis, the utterance does not have an external argument but only 
internal argument. Other verbs in HKSL with the same phenomenon include 
DEFLATE and FLAT_SURFACE_GO_DOWN: 
(24a) 'A boy pulled the plug of a life buoy and it deflated.' 
(Figure 3-16) 
MALE-CHILD CL: PULL—PLUG [HANDLE: WATER-BUOY CL: A_3D_R0UND_ 
OBJECT-DEFLATE 
[SASS: ^ ~ • 
公 ~ ~ 
(25 a) ‘A man pulled the plug of a sink and the water leveled down.' 
(Figure 3-17) 




The unaccusative use of the verb DEFLATE in (24a) involves a handshape changing 
from two bent 5-handshapes (公）to two B-handshapes (、）with the four selected 
fingers touching the thumb. This handshape is a size and shape specifier that outlines 
the deflating movement of the life buoy WATER-BUOY. The intransitive use of the 
verb FLAT_SURFACE_GO_DOWN in (24a) is signed through a vertical downward 
movement with two B-handshapes (f^ )，thus suggesting the water level is gradually 
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lowered. As shown in the above, the classifier predicate with a HANDLE classifier 
CL: PULL—PLUG must be signed in the causative constructions in (24a) and (25a) 
due to the presence of the external argument MALE-CHILD or MALE. The verb 
PULL is signed through a single upward pivot movement perpendicular to the 
horizontal plane with a A-handshape (•)，indicating that a person pulls out a plug. 
Similar to the verb TIP in example (22)，the verb PULL in (24a) and (25a) can also 
implicitly denotes the resulting state of the deflating action of the life buoy or the 
draining of water even if the predicates associated with the SASS classifier is omitted. 
(24b) ‘A boy pulled the plug of a life buoy and it deflated. ’ 
MALE-CHILD WATER-BUOY CL: PULL一PLUG [HANDLE: 
(25b) ‘A man pulled the plug of the sink and the water leveled down.' 
MALE SINK WATER CL: PULL_PLUG [HANDLE: 
In light of this, we argue that these verbs associated with the HANDLE 
classifiers in HKSL exhibit a complex event structure which contains two subevents. 
The first event associated with the external argument has already denoted the resulting 
state. The second event associated with the theme argument therefore is not 
necessarily presented since it is morphologically included in the lexical causative verb 
which is associated with the HANDLE classifier. 
Hitherto, we have examined two major patterns in causative/unaccusative 
alternation in HKSL: (a) a lexical causative verb expressed with a HANDLE classifier 
would in most cases have an unaccusative variant whose predicate involves a SASS 
classifier; (b) an unaccusative variant without its lexical causative counterpart. The 
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causative meaning of this type of verbs is expressed in serial-verb structures. These 
two patterns almost amount to 90% of the data involved in the category of volitional 
agent as external argument. The result of the verb classes and some individual verbs is 
listed in Appendix II. 
3.2.1.3 Lexical causative variants without unaccusative counterparts 
We would like to turn our attention to a verb class, the BEND class, which 
manifests a very consistent pattern of the realization of unaccusative variants and 
causative constructions in HKSL. Let us consider the transitive uses of the verbs 
CRUMPLE and TEAR in the verb class: 
(26) 'A boy crumpled some pieces of paper.' (Figure 3-18) 
MALE-CHILD PAPER CL: CRUMPLE_ FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS 
[HANDLE: •？V资] 
(27) 'A boy tore some pieces of paper.' (Figure 3-19) 
MALE-CHILD PAPER CL: TEAR—FLAT—THIN_OBJECTS [HANDLE: 
The articulations of the above two sentences first involve a volitional agent MALE-
CHILE at the subject position of the sentence, followed by a two-handed sign PAPER 
with two 6-handshapes (^) . It is a size and shape specifier of the paper. The last sign 
in the two sentences involves a classifier predicate. In (26)，the verb CRUMPLE is 
signed by two 5 handshapes (资）with the fingers crinkling in a tensed and trilled 
motion. In (27), the verb TEAR is articulated in two A handshapes undergoing an 
orientation feature change of [pronation] and [supination], producing an action that 
imitates a person tearing the papers. These two HANDLE classifiers, as we can 
observe, mark the agentive meaning in the sentences since they both refer to the way 
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how the external arguments act on the affected patients. 
We would expect that a SASS classifier appear to be associated with the two 
verbs if the unaccusative variants exist. However, our expectation is not borne out. 
These verbs, as shown in our data, do not undergo causative/unaccusative alternation 
in HKSL. For the construction where the theme becomes the grammatical subject, the 
HANDLE classifiers are still signed even if the external argument is absent: 
(28) 'The papers got crumpled.' (Figure 3-20) 
PAPER CL: CRUMPLE_FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS [HANDLE:资/资]CL: FLAT_THIN_ 
OBJECTS-LIE 
[SASS: • 
(29) ‘The papers got torn.' (Figure 3-21) 
PAPER CL: TEAR-FLAT THIN OBJECTS [HANDLE: CL: FLAT_THIN_ 
OBJECTS—LIE 
[SASS: _ 
Recall L&R (1995), H&K (1993, 1997) and Gu's (2000) claim that the specific 
circumstance for a verb to undergo causative/unaccusative alternation is when the 
eventuality can come about spontaneously without the volitional intervention of an 
agent. Otherwise, the verbs cannot have the unaccusative counterparts. We find that 
the examples of (28) and (29) are in line with their argument. The verbs in these 
examples cannot be perceived as unaccusative variants since they are obligatorily 
signed with the HANDLE classifiers which often denote the agentive meaning. In 
other words, the presence of the HANDLE classifier seems to denote the existence of 
a volitional agent. Therefore, the behavior of these verbs CRUMPLE and TEAR in 
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HKSL is different from that of the verbs in the spoken languages'^ at least in English, 
where a specification of the external means or manner must be involved in bringing 
out the actions described by the verbs. This external means or manner of the 
eventualities encoded by the verbs can only be brought out by the volitional agent'l 
In light of this, it is tenable to hypothesize that the verbs CRUMPLE and TEAR in 
HKSL are transitive causative verbs that do not undergo causative/unaccusative 
alternation. Apparently, (28) and (29) must not be taken as unaccusative constructions 
since HANDLE classifiers appear in the sentences. We also do not consider them as 
serial verb constructions, because as per examples (11) and (12)，they do not contain 
the external argument in the sentences, even though the existence of HANDLE 
classifier intrinsically encodes the presence of the volitional agent. In addition, as we 
mentioned, the SVC construction exhibits a strict distributional pattern in which VI 
must either be a transitive or an unergative verb. But as shown, the HANDLE 
classifier predicates in (28) and (29) seem not to be a transitive nor an unergative verb, 
as the internal argument PAPER which is a non-agentive entity, is in the subject 
position of the sentence. We would, therefore, assume that these sentences are multi-
'2 This idea is also mentioned in Haspelmath (1993). By citing the different behavior of some verbs 
with respect to inchoative/causative alternations in Russian, Slave, and English, Haspelmath points out 
that certain verb meanings can not perfectly concide across languages. Hence, we can assume that 
some verbs in HKSL, such as CRUMPLE and TEAR, cannot have their unaccusative counterparts 
because the verb meanings require that the eventualities described must only be brought out by the 
volitional agent. The meaning of these two verbs in HKSL may possibly be incompatible to those in 
spoken languages such as English, in which unaccusative/causative pairs, such as ‘The girl tore the 
pants/The pant tore' can be seen. 
13 It is likely that the semantic meanings of CRUMPLE and TEAR in HKSL are analogous to the VI of 
Chinese V-V compounds like ‘ 撕破，or ‘提碎，in which the eventuality must be performed by a 
volitional agent. 
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clausal constructions. Although the noun ‘paper' does not appear before the second 
verbal predicate, it is overtly articulated in the subject position of the first predicate 
and it is therefore not restated when the second verbal predicate follows. Accordingly, 
both the first and second verbal predicates bear a clausal relation with the NP PAPER. 
We would further argue that the SASS classifier predicate CL: 
FLAT THIN OBJECT LIE ON A HORIZONTAL PLANE in fact denotes a 一 — 一 一 — — 
locative meaning which only represents the location of the papers. It can be evidenced 
by the fact that the informants still accept the following sentences as grammatical: 
(30) 'The papers that were crumpled lay on the floor.， 
FLOOR PAPER CL： FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS_LIE_ON_A_HORIZONTAL_PLANE 
[SASS: • ] 
(31) 'The papers that were torn lay on the floor.， 
FLOOR PAPER CL： FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS_LIE_ON A HORIZONTAL PLANE 
[SASS:彻而 
The verb LIE is articulated in two O- handshapes (^) in (30) and 1-handshapes (^) in 
(31) undergoing repeated vertical pivot movements that trace sideward from the 
signer's neutral space. However, we do not regard (30) and (31) as unaccusative 
variants although the SASS classifiers, two O- handshapes (^ 1) in (30) and 1-
handshapes (於）in (31) serve to outline the size and shape of the papers crumpled and 
torn are adopted. We would nonetheless suggest that these two sentences are locative 
sentences and they only depict where the papers are located. In fact, our informants 
consistently sign the location 'FLOOR' in the sentential initial position and they 
reflect that the sentences would be ungrammatical if the location sign is omitted. In 
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other words, the movements of the SASS classifier as indicated in (30) and (31) 
encode a locative meaning, suggesting that the signer is putting the papers on the floor. 
Hence, the predicates associated with SASS classifiers in these sentences only render 
a static interpretation and they incorporate a qualifying adjective to contour the shapes 
of the papers. Viewing from this perspective, the SASS classifier predicates CL: 
FLAT THIN OBJECTS—LIE in sentences (28) and (29) also indicate the resultative 
state that the papers lie on the floor, and therefore do not contribute any dynamic 
reading. 
If sentences (26) and (27) are a kind of multi-clausal constructions, what kind 
of grammatical construction do the predicates associated with the HANDLE 
classifiers in the first verbal predicate represent? Obviously they are not unaccusative 
constructions since the HANDLE classifiers are involved. They also do not appear to 
be transitive sentences because the external arguments do not exist. 
Kegl (1990) argues that passives in ASL characteristically involve handling 
classifiers that signal a truly ergative transitive construction. Basing her observation, 
Kegl proposes that passives in ASL contains only the internal argument and the 
presence of the external argument must be rejected: 
(32) ‘The thief hit the policeman.， 
POLICEMAN20, THIEF,0 SBPio# cl [G] # CL: S + 10HIT20 
policeman thief Rp RP- Ito-rso- sourccio hit goalzo 
(33) 'The policeman got hit.' 
POLICEMAN20，AT20 - SBPi# cl[G]i # CL: S + jHITi [passive] 
policeman p^ their PASS - R P - Ito- rso — sourccj — hit - goal； 
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In (32)，two arguments exist in the transitive variant, the external argument THIEF and 
the internal argument POLICEMAN. Obviously, the transitive agrees with two 
distinct points in space (the index 20 for POLICEMAN and index 10 for THIEF). 
However, in (33), the passive is articulated with the reference only to the index point 
20 for POLICEMAN, and clearly the external argument THIEF is not permitted to 
appear in S-structure. Furthermore, Kegl argues that passives are articulated 'with 
reference to only the index point of the internal argument, usually in the neutral 
position to a final position on, at, or oriented toward the signer's body' (Kegl 1990， 
p. 167). Although we do not observe any non-manual features such as role prominence 
clitics in our data, we propose that the predicates associated with the HANDLE 
classifiers in the first clauses of (26) and (27) are possibly passive constructions. 
Though the agent MALE-CHILD is not signed at the subject position, the deaf 
informants constantly admit that the actions must be performed externally. If this is 
correct, the external argument in this kind of construction is oblique and must be 
bound in argument structure before projected on the S-structure. However, further 
research is needed to verify whether this view is theoretically and empirically 
grounded. 
We would like to sum up our observations of causative/unaccusative 
alternation in HKSL (basing volitional agents as external argument) in the following 
table: 
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Categories |Description Examples 
L e x i c a l c a u s a t i v e s w i t h a HANDLE classifier in the Causatives: 
unaccusative variants causative variant, whereas a MALE BALL BOUNCE 
SASS classifier is [HANDLE: 
associated in the Unaccusatives 
unaccusative counterpart BALL BOUNCE [SASS: 
, _ _ 
Unaccusative variants A serial verb construction Causative Constructions 
without lexical causative appears in the causative MALE CL: DRIVE—CAR 
counterparts constructions, with the [HANDLE: f^/f^] Wall 
direct object as a shared CAR CRASH [SASS: 
argument of both HANDLE f ^ / ^ ] 
classifier predicate and 
SASS classifier predicate 
Causative variants with The eventualities that the Causative constructions 
passive constructions verbs denote must be MALE—CHILD 
externally caused. The PAPER CL: 
passive constructions are TEAR_PAPER [HANDLE: 
associated with a HANDLE 
classifier Passive constructions 
PAPER CL: 
TEAR-PAPER [HANDLE: 
[ M T 
Table (3.3) A descriptive summary of the data of causative alternation in HKSL 
(volitional agents as external force) 
A number of observations have been made regarding causative/unaccusative 
alternation in HKSL, with respect to volitional agents as external force. First, when 
verbs undergo causative/unaccusative alternation, the causative variants are expressed 
in the HANDLE classifiers, while the unaccusative counterparts are associated with 
the SASS classifiers. Second, the causative constructions of verbs that only have their 
unaccusative forms are serial verb constructions, in which both HANDLE classifier 
and SASS classifier share the direct object as the internal argument. Finally, verbs that 
do not participate in causative/unaccusative alternation have only causative variants 
since the eventualities they denote must be externally caused by the intervention of a 
volitional agent. Although our experiment fail to elicit relevant non-manual features 
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for analysis, our data at least suggests that non-manual features may not be the crucial 
cue to distinguish causative/unaccusative alternation in HKSL. 
3.2.2 Natural forces and instruments as external arguments 
A total of eighteen pairs of pictures have been obtained in the Experiment. 
Only one major sentence pair can be observed. Note that three sentences are excluded 
because the subjects failed to describe the events depicted in the pictures. 
I. unaccusative variants without lexical causative counterparts, but the causative 
constructions are demonstrated in serial verb constructions 
(a) In Causative constructions 
( L O C ) S(0)V1[SASS]/CL: SASS](0) V 2 [ S A S S ] / ( L O C ) 
S0V1[SASS]V2[SASS]一THE complex only takes one external argument. 
VI is associated with a SASS classifier which may incorporates the 
underlying object. But this SASS classifier agrees with the external 
argument. This underlying object is shared by VI and V2. Each of 
which is associated with a SASS classifier 
e.g. 'A blender blended eggs and flour and as a result they 
mixed.' 
CHICKEN-EGG NOODLE-POWDER (BLEND-MACHINE) 
BLEND [SASS: H^] MIX [SASS: ^JT/^ JT] 
(b) In unaccusative constructions 
(LOC) SV[scL: SASS] — the underlying object is moved to the subject 
position and the verb is associated with a SASS classifier. 
e.g. 'Eggs and flour mixed in a blender.' 
BLEND-MACHINE INSIDE CHICKEN-EGG NOODLE-POWDER 
MIX [SASS: 
3.2.2.1 Unaccusative variants without lexical causative counterparts 
Our data show that all of the verbs permit an unaccusative member: 
(34) ‘A dustbin overturned.' (Figure 3-22) 
RUBBISH-CYLINDER CL: A_CYLINDERICAL OBJECT—OVERTURN [SASS: 
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(35) 'Eggs and flour mixed in a blender.' (Figure 3-23) 
BLEND-MACHINE INSIDE CHICKEN-EGG NOODLE-POWDER 
MIX [SASS: 
Like the unaccusative variants we have discussed in the previous section, the internal 
arguments in (34) DUSTBIN and CHICKEN-EGG (glossed as egg) and NOODLE-
POWDER (glossed as flour) in (35) are initially signed, followed by the SASS 
classifiers. The verb OVERTURN is signed in the neutral signing space with two C-
handshapes ( ^ ) , the palms of which face each other. These hanshapes thus outline 
the cylindrical shape of the dustbin. The movement is indicated by the rotation of the 
forearm towards the right, suggesting that the dustbin tippes. Likewise, the verb MIX 
is a two-handed sign in which the palms of two 5-handshapes face each other. 
The movement of the sign is articulated by two palms touching each other, thus 
showing that two objects are mixing together. However, different from (34)，the NP 
BLEND-MACHINE is signed at the beginning of the sentence in (35), which means 
that the egg and the flour are mixed in a container. Obviously, in these examples, no 
external argument is mentioned. Following the Unaccusativity Hypothesis, the 
internal arguments DUSTBIN in (34) and EGG and POWDER in (35) are in fact the 
underlying objects of the utterances. The NP arguments in two articulations are then 
moved to the subject position by virtue of Extended Projection Principle, indicating 
that they are the theme arguments. The eventualities can hence be interpreted as 
internally caused. 
Contrary to what we have observed in causative/unaccusative alternation in 
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spoken language literatures, we do not find any unaccusative variants that have their 
lexical causative counterparts in HKSL when the verbs select natural forces and 
instruments as external arguments. Similar to the verbs like CRASH and LEAN, an 
additional classifier predicate is added in order to generate the causative meaning. In 
these instances, however, the HANDLE classifier is not used since it always entails 
the involvement of volitional agents. Indeed an additional SASS classifier predicate, 
is employed to denote the causative meaning. 
(36) ‘A blender blended eggs and flour and as a result they mixed.' 
(Figure 3-24) 
CHICKEN-EGG NOODLE-POWDER (BLEND-MACHINE) 
BLEND [SASS: g^] MIX [SASS: 
(37) ‘The wind blew over a dustbin and as a result the dustbin 
overturned.' (Figure 3-25) 
DH： (WIND) BLOW [SASS:(V] \ 







NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [SASS: 
Different from the SASS classifier that we have observed in the unaccusative 
variants, the SASS classifier associated with the first verbal predicate in these 
examples is co-referential to the external argument only. This external argument, 
however, must be a Cause argument such as instruments or natural forces, rather than 
volitional agents. In example (36), the verb BLEND is articulated in a 5-handshape 
whose palm faces upward. The movement is indicated by an orientation feature 
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change of [abduction] and [adduction] of the wrist of the dominant hand repeatedly, 
hence suggesting that the blender is blending something inside. Note that another 
SASS classifier predicate CL: CHICKEN-EGG_NOODLE-POWDER_MIX is 
immediately signed right after the first predicate. In the same manner, the verb BLOW 
in (37) which makes use of a B-handshape (fj^) is first signed to denote the causing 
event, followed by the resulting state which is indicated by the SASS classifier CL: 
A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT_OVERTURN. Another SASS classifier predicate 
CL: CHICKEN-EGG_NOODLE-POWDER_MIX is also immediately signed right 
after the first predicate. Similar examples in HKSL include BREAK: 
(38) ‘The branch broke.' (Figure 3-26) 
TREE-BRANCH CL: A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_BREAK [SASS:知 
(39) 'The window of the car broke. ’ (Figure 3-27) 
CAR-WINDOW CL: A_FLAT—PLANE—BREAK [(V f^] 
In (38) and (39)，the signs of the internal arguments BRANCH and 
WINDOW precede the verbal predicates CL: A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_BREAK 
and BREAK respectively. Note that the verb BREAK in the two examples are signed 
differently. In (38), the verb is a two-handed sign which is articulated with two SASS 
1-handshapes (^) that outline the size and shape of the branch. The tips of the two 
index fingers in horizontal orientation touch each other and then separate with the 
wrists extend allowing the palms face each other. Whereas in (39)，although the 
movement of the sign is analogous to the sign in (38)，the verb BREAK is signed with 
two S-handshapes ({V) which is the size and shape of the window. Similarly to (34) 
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and (35), the external argument is not mentioned in the sentences, thus suggesting that 
the eventualities of breaking the branch and window may be due to their intrinsic 
characteristics; the branch spontaneously breaks because it gets rotten; the window 
suddenly breaks because of its fragility. 
Resembling the causative constructions exemplified in (36) and (37)，the verb 
break does not have its lexical causative counterpart. Instead, an additional SASS 
classifier is used in order to generate a causing event which is associated with the 
external argument: 
(40) 'The lightning hit the branch and it broke.' (Figure 3-28) 
DH： HIT [SASS:而 




/ [SASS:為/ 於] 
NDH： A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT [SASS:刺, 
DH： 
BH： A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_BREAK [SASS:存/ 
NDH： « 
(41) 'The rock hit the window of the car and as a result it broke.' 
(Figure 3-29) 
DH： HIT [SASS: 
BH： CAR-WINDOW ROCK \ CL: HIT_ON_A_ 
\ FLAT—PLANE 
/ [SASS: 
NDH： A_FLAT—PLANE [SASS: 
DH： 
BH： BREAK [(V/ fr] 
NDH: 
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As mentioned, when the verb selects non-agentive arguments such as 
instruments as the external argument, a SASS classifier is often used to associate with 
the verbal predicates. In (40), the external argument LIGHTNING is first articulated 
in the sentential initial position, followed by a SASS verbal classifier HIT (1-
handshape, The movement of the sign is articulated by moving the index finger 
in a 'Z' route, thus outlining the shape of the lightning. The tip of the index finger then 
contacts with the pro-from of the sign of the internal argument BRANCH in the tensed 
manner, hence suggesting that the lightning hits the branch. By the same token, the 
verb HIT which is preceded by the external argument ROCK is articulated in a C-
handshape ( ^ ) and it moves downward in a diagonal direction to contact with the 
pro-form of the window, as if the rock falls and hits violently on the object. Analogous 
to (36) and (37)，the resulting state of breaking the branch and the window is 
immediately signed right after the first predicates in (40) and (41). 
Although the above examples show that the two verbal classifier predicates 
are immediately signed next to each other without the internal argument articulated 
between them, we argue that they are not V-V compounds since the internal arguments 
can always precede the second verbal predicates, for instance: 
(42) ‘A blender blended eggs and flour and as a result they mix.' 
BLEND-MACHINE BLEND [SASS: L^] CHICKEN-EGG NOODLE-POWDER 
MIX [SASS: 
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(43) ‘The wind blew over a dustbin and as a result the dustbin 
overturned.' 
WIND BLOW [SASS:^] RUBBISH-CYLINDER CL: A_ CYLINDERICAL 
OBJECT—OVERTURN 
[SASS: 
Here, the internal arguments CHICKEN-EGG and NOODLE-POWDER in 
(42) and RUBBISH-CYLINDER in (43) are shared by the two verbal classifier 
predicates associated with two SASS classifiers. In fact, we observe that even though 
the two verbal predicates are articulated next to each other with the internal arguments 
preceding them, the constructions in (36) to (37) and (40) to (41) are SVCs, rather than 
V-V compounds, since perfective markers such as FINISH or adverbial can always be 
inserted between the two verbal elements: 
(44) 'A blender blended an egg and the flour. After finishing, they 
mixed.' 
Eye-gaze 
BLENDER CHICKEN-EGG NOODLE-POWDER BLEND [SASS:釣 FINISH 
MIX [SASS: i ^ / l ^ ] 
(45) 'The wind blew a dustbin. After a short while, the dustbin 
overturned.' 
DH： (WIND) BLOW [SASS制 
Eye gaze \ 
BH： RUBBISH-CYLINDER \ CL: BLOW 






NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT [SASS: ‘ 
DH： 
BH： LESS TIME AFTER CL: A— CYLINDERICAL—OBJECT—OVERTURN [SASS: 
NDH： 
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We argue that the constructions in (36) and (37) are actually derived from (42) 
and (43)，in which the internal arguments are articulated between the two verbal 
predicates. We assume that the internal arguments CHICKEN-EGG and POWDER in 
(36) and RUBBISH-CYLINDER in (37) that move to the initial positions in (42) and 
(43) are due to topicalization, which then leaves a trace between the two verbal 
predicates. We regard these examples as topicalization^'^ because these internal 
arguments are often accompanied with eye-gaze. This non-manual feature, as 
suggested in ASL literature, can be a topic marker of the sentence. Hence, the internal 
arguments are topicalized and accordingly providing cues that the underlying objects 
in (44) and (45) are focused and under the affecting state. 
In short, no causative/unaccusative alternation takes place in HKSL when the 
verbs select natural forces or instruments as an external argument. Though our data 
show that unaccusative variants exist, the causative constructions are realized as serial 
verb constructions. 
3.3 More evidence on lexical causative constructions 
In 3.2.2.1, we have argued that unaccusative variants do not have lexical 
causative counterparts when verbs select natural forces and instruments as the external 
argument. We suggest that the causative constructions examined above cannot be 
morphologically realized by a single lexical verbal predicate. Instead the causal 
14 It may be argued that the non-manual marking presented in these examples are the signals that 
indicate the location of the internal arguments. However, since we do not find any non-manual marking 
in other examples which contain a locative NP, as in ‘A man coiled a rope around the post' shown in 
example (3a), we assume that this non-manual marking is a topic marker. 
99 
relation is necessarily expressed by two verbal classifier predicates associated with 
SASS classifiers. However, it by no means suggests that two SASS verbal predicates 
must be realized when instruments act as the external argument. In some cases, the 
causative or transitive constructions can be morphologically realized by only one 
verbal predicate: 
(46) 'The crane moved the goods with its hook' (Figure 3-30) 
DH： MOVE [SASS: fl] \ 




NDH： A_3D_SQUARE-OBJECT [SASS: ^JT]‘ 
(47) 'The earth-scraper shoveled the sand.' (Figure 3-31) 
DH： SHOVEL [SASS: 





/ 秘 ] 
NDH： A_HEAP_OF_PARTICLES [SASS: ‘ 
In the above examples, the instruments CRANE and MACHINE-CAR {translated as 
earth-scraper) act as the external arguments and are signed in the subject positions of 
the utterances. They are immediately followed by the internal arguments GOODS and 
SAND respectively. The classifier predicate CL: H00K_A_3D_SQUARE_0BJECT 
in (46) is a two handed sign, in which a V-handshape (^) is used with the dominant 
hand as an imitation of the crane, and a 5-handshape is adopted with the non-
dominant hand outlining the 3D shape of the goods. The movement of the predicate is 
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articulated through a single path motion from point a to point b and ends with a hold 
manner, where the dominant hand places on the top of the non-dominant hand, thus 
replicating the crane is hooking the goods. Similarly, in the predicate CL: 
SHOVEL_A_HEAP_OF PARTICLES in (47)，the signer holds up his non-dominate 
hand with a 5-handshape {(^h) which is a size and shape specifier for the sand. The 
dominant hand is a S-handshape ( f f ) which replicates an actual shovel of the earth-
scraper, thus being a SASS classifier. It moves horizontally to the non-dominant hand 
as if the shovel of the earth-scraper spading a heap of sand. Note that in the above two 
examples, the predicates are always associated with SASS classifiers when the 
instruments act as the external argument, and a SASS classifier of the internal 
argument must be co-articulated with the verbal predicate simultaneously. This 
contrasts with the predicates when the verbs select volitional agents as the external 
argument, where they are always associated with HANDLE classifiers, and no 
proform of the internal argument is retained by the non-dominant hand. For ease of 
exposition, examples associated with HANDLE classifiers are repeated as follows: 
(48) 'A boy bounced a ball.' 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: BOUNCE—A_3D—ROUND—OBJECT [HANDLE: i ^ ] 
(49) ‘A girl hang a picture on the wall.' 
WALL FEMALE-CHILD PICTURE CL: HANG_2D FLAT OBJECT—0N_ A_ 
VERTICAL—PLANE 
[HANDLE: ( 7 / ( 7 ] 
It is shown that the HANDLE classifier is always selected when the verbs choose a 
volitional agent as the external argument. This action initiator, however, should 
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always encode a [+agentive] feature, but not a [+animate] feature. That is to say, only 
volitional agents such as ‘a boy, and ‘a girV are associated with the HANDLE 
classifieri5. We find that in our HKSL data, when the verbs select other animate 
entities, such as animals as the external argument, a SASS classifier is always 
associated with the predicates; the articulations will be ungrammatical if a HANDLE 
classifier predicate is signed, as shown in (52) and (53): 
(50) 'A dolphin bounced a ball with its mouth.' (Figure 3-32) 
DH： SEA-DOLPHIN MOUTH BOUNCE [SASS: 
BH： BALL \ CL: BOUNCE_A_ 
\ ROUND-OBJECT 
/ [SASS: 
NDH： A_ROUND_OBJECT [SASS: ‘ 
(51) 'A monkey bounced a ball with its tail.' (Figure 3-33) 
DH： TAIL BOUNCE [SASS: \ 




NDH： A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT [SASS: 
(52) ‘A monkey bounced a ball.' 
* MONKEY TAIL BALL CL: A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT_B0UNCE 
[HANDLE: 
(53) ‘A dolphin bounced a ball.' 
* DOLPHIN MOUTH BALL CL: A—3D_R0UND一OBJECT—BOUNCE 
[HANDLE: 
Both (50) and (51) exemplify an eventuality of bouncing a ball by an animal. 
15 An exceptional case is shown for the notion ‘The monkey bounced the ball with its hand: A 
HANDLE classifier is used to associated with the verb BOUNCE: 
MONKEY BALL CL: BOUNCE—A—3D_R0UND_0BJECT [HANDLE: 
It may be attributable that the physical appearance of a monkey is akin to that of human beings. The 
signer can imitate the monkey's bouncing action of the ball by using a HANDLE classifier. Though in 
this example the HANDLE classifier is used when the verb selects an animal as the external argument, 
we still argue that the HANDLE classifier encodes only [+agentive] feature, rather than [+animate] 
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However, different from the eventualities performed by the volitional agents, our data 
show that, whenever an animate entity other than a volitional agent is used as the 
external argument, it is necessary for the signers to specify which part of the entity 
performs the action. This part-whole relationship, however, is not complusory 
specified for volitional agents because the signer can incorporate the body part of the 
agent into the HANDLE classifier which can reflect such relationship in a simple 
morphological form. Therefore, in (50) and (51), the parts of ‘the dolphin' and ‘the 
monkey\ i.e. MOUTH and TAIL must be signed. As we have mentioned, the verbal 
predicate must be associated with a SASS classifier here，which is used to replicate 
the size and shape of the part of an animate entity. In (50), the verb BOUNCE is 
signed in a 1-handshape (^) which is a size-and-shape-specifier of the mouth of a 
dolphin. In (51), however, a B-handshape ((V) is used to denote the tail of a monkey 
bouncing the ball. In fact, our informants comment that the size and shape of the 
SASS classifiers can vary depending on the perspective of the signer. For instance, the 
B-handshape can always be replaced by the 1-handshape to denote the tail of the 
monkey if the signer perceives that the tail is a thin one. Note that differing from 
articulations that are morphologically realized by a lexical verb associated with the 
HANDLE classifier, the SASS classifiers used in the verbal predicates (50) and (51) is 
only co-referential to part of the external arguments MOUTH and TAIL since they 
only denote the size and shape of the body parts of the animals. Our informants 
feature. 
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comment that a proform of the internal argument BALL must always be explicitly 
signed together with the verb BOUNCE. The signer usually retains his non-dominant 
hand with a C-handshape ( ^ ) which is a size and shape for the ball, and it co-
articulates with the verb BOUNCE to form the verbal predicate CL: 
B0UNCE_A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT. We suggest that the co-articulation of the 
proform of the internal argument and the SASS classifier predicate may be attributable 
to the fact that the classifier only agrees with the external argument in the 
transitive/causative constructions, and therefore the presence of the proform is 
obligatory in order to show that the internal argument undergoes an affecting state. 
Hence, our data show that whether the eventuality can be morphologically 
realized by a lexical causative verb in HKSL somehow depends on the dimension of 
agentivity and the concreteness/abstractness of the entities which act as the external 
arguments. Specifically, if the entity performing the action bears a [+agentive] feature 
and conceptually more concrete, it is tenable that the causative construction can be 
morphologically realized by only a single lexical verbal predicate when the external 
arguments are either the volitional agents, the animals, or occasionally the instruments. 
In other words, the lexical variant is formed. The hierarchy presented below suggests 
the degree of agentivity and concreteness/abstractness of an external argument which 
can possibly take a single verbal predicate in the transitive construction in HKSL: 
(54) Volitional agents�animate ent i t ies�instruments� . . . 
The hierarchy shows that volitional agents are the most prominent entities that 
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intrinsically bears the [+agentive] feature and can be conceptually perceived as 
concrete entities. Therefore they can often be associated with a single verbal predicate, 
while natural forces, being the most abstract and non-agentive entities and 
conceptually abstract, cannot morphologically co-occur with a single verbal predicate 
in causative/transitive sentences in HKSL. 
The possible relationship between the morphological realization of a single 
verbal predicate in the transitive/causative constructions and the degree of agentivity 
and concreteness of the external argument is not coincidental but is supported by the 
type of classifiers that the external argument is associated. As we have mentioned, the 
classifiers in signed languages are a type of referent projection, and they can 
contribute to the apprehension of the linguistic objects (Schemebri 1999，p.29). 
Unlike spoken languages, the visual-gestural resources of the signed languages allow 
for morphosyntactic uses of the classifiers which contribute to reference to be 
explicitly interpreted by the addressees. In other words, the addressees can always 
syntactically associate the classifier with the referent in the discourse. This robust 
correspondence between the classifier and the properties of the referent allows for the 
unambiguous link between their form and function. As we have noticed, as a complex 
predicate, the causative construction must involve two subevents, the causing event 
associated with the external argument, and the resulting state associated with the 
internal argument. Since the SASS classifier that is associated with most of the non-
agentive entities, such as natural forces and instruments, can only reflect the property 
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of only a single NP referent at one time, two verbal SASS classifier predicates are 
therefore required to represent the event. To explicate clearly, two verbal SASS 
classifiers, one associated with the external argument, and the other associated with 
the internal argument, must always be signed sequentially in order to tie the causal 
relation of the predicative meanings associated with both NPs in the causative 
constructions. On the contrary, the HANDLE classifier can always represent the 
properties of the two NP entities at one time: the external argument which acts as 
‘handler’，and also the internal argument which is being handled. In other words, the 
presence of a single HANDLE classifier can always agree with the two NP referents. 
Therefore, it is often possible that only one HANDLE verbal predicate is used to 
denote the two subevents simultaneously. Given that the HANDLE classifier is 
intrinsically associated with the volitional agent, it becomes clear that the notion of 
agentivity plays a role in affecting the morphological realization in HKSL. 
In fact, the idea that the referent of the argument must be taken into 
consideration for determining causative/unaccusative alternation in HKSL complies 
with the argument suggested by L&R (1995), in which the existence of both optionally 
and obligatorily intransitive uses of verbs such as break is partly explained by the 
arguments they take. The examples are repeated as followed for ease of exposition: 
(55a) He broke his promise/the contract/the world record. 
(55b)* His promise/The contract/The world record broke. 
(56a) Antonia broke the vase/the window/the bowl/the radio/the toaster. 
(56b) The vase/The window/The bowl/The radio/The toaster broke. 
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The verb break may only be used intransitively when the entity that breaks is a rigid, 
concrete objects as in (56b), but it cannot do so when the entities has an abstract 
relation between the people, as shown in (55b). Hence, we argue that in HKSL, 
whether the eventuality can be morphologically realized by a lexical causative verb is 
not solely determined by the lexical semantic component of the verb but also 
determined by the degree of agentivity and concreteness of the external argument that 
the verb co-occurs. Since lexical causative variants often correlates with unaccusative 
counterparts, it turns out that, whether the verbs in HKSL can have 
causative/unaccusative alternation does not only depend on the meaning of the verbs 
but also on how the causative constructions can be morphologically realized by a 
single verbal predicate. 
Despite the fact that the morphological realization affects 
causative/unaccusative alternation in HKSL, our data at least reveal that certain 
semantically coherent verb classes exhibit a similar syntactic behavior in causative 
alternation. For instance, in the subset of manner of motion verbs such as ROLL class, 
all verbs have both causative/unaccusative variants. For ease of exposition, the 
examples are repeated as follows: 
(57a) ‘A boy bounced a ball.‘ 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: BOUNCE—A—3D_R0UND_0BJECT [HANDLE: J^T^ ] 
(57b) 'A ball bounced.' 
BALL CL: A—ROUND-OBJECT-BOUNCE [SASS: 
107 
(58a) ‘A man coiled a rope around a post' 
DH： MALE CL: COIL—A—LONG- \ 
THIN_OBJECT [HANDLE: (? ] \ 
BH： LETTER-CYLINDER ROPE ) 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT / 
[SASS: ‘ 
DH 
BH： CL: COIL_A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT 
[HANDLE: (? / SASS: 
NDH: 
(58b) 'A rope coiled around a post.' 
DH： CL: A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT \ 
-COIL [SASS: \ 
BH： LETTER-CYLINDER ROPE \ 
NDH： A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT / 
[SASS: / 
DH: 
BH： CL: A_LONG_ THIN_OBJECT_ COIL_AROUND_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT 
[SASS:於/ 
NDH: 
By contrast, some verbs such as CRUMPLE and TEAR in BEND class, do not have 
unaccusative counterparts because the eventualities depicted by them must be brought 
out by a volitional agent: 
(59a) ‘A boy crumpled some pieces of paper.' 
MALE-CHILD PAPER CL: CRUMPLE— FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS [HANDLE:资/仍] 
(59b) 'The papers got crumpled.' 
PAPER CL: CRUMPLE_FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS [HANDLE: V仍] 
(60a) ‘A boy tore some pieces of paper.‘ 
•MALE-CHILD PAPER CL: TEAR_FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS [HANDLE: ” / • ] 
(60b) 'The papers got torn.' 
*PAPER CL: TEAR—FLAT THIN OBJECTS [HANDLE: 
Seen in this light, we argue that the result of causative alternation in HKSL 
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may serve as an additional support to the claim that there exists a regular relationship 
between verb meaning and its syntactic behavior across languages, regardless of the 
modalities of languages. 
3.4 Interim discussion 
In the previous sections, we have examined the results of 
causative/unaccusative alternation in HKSL. In this section, we would like to discuss 
some related issues: 1) Does HKSL conform to the Unaccusativity Hypothesis and 
Burzio's Generalization? 2) How is the causative morpheme realized in HKSL? 
Although not all of the verbs have their lexical causative members, our data 
show that unaccusative variants do often exist in HKSL. However, readers may 
wonder whether our conclusion is valid, since in the spoken language literature, the 
unaccusatives in (62) and the unergatives in (61) resemble each other on the surface 
structure: 
(61a) John runs. 
(61b) Ta xiao le 
She laugh ASP 
'She laughed.' 
(62a) The ball bounces. 
(62b) Ta shuai-shang le 
He tumble-hurt ASP 
‘He tumbled and as a result he was hurt.' 
If the intransitive predicates we have examined are unergative, we would expect that 
in HKSL, the verbs can take 'fake' reflexive objects, as shown in the spoken 
languages such as in English: 
(63) Dora yelled herself hoarse. 
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(64) Don't expect to swim yourself sober! 
(Levin & Rappaport 1995, p.7, p.35) 
However, the predication does not hold because the signer does not allow a reflexive 
object appear in the intransitive predicates: 
(65)* ‘A ball bounced itself deflated.' 
* BALL CL: A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT_B0UNCE [SASS: SELF DEFLATE 
[SASS:公 ~ • 
(66) * 'A lucky-draw wheel rotated itself broke. ’ 
* LUCKY-DRAW-WHEEL CL:A_ROUND—OBJECT—ROTATE [SASS: SELF 
BREAK [SASS: fl/f^] 
The ungrammaticality observed in (65) and (66) indicates that the intransitive 
predicates are unaccusatives. Unaccusatives cannot have a legitimate position for the 
reflexive object because the object position has already been taken by the 
unaccusative object which later moves to the subject position to serve as the surface 
subject in the syntactic level. Under the principles ofTheta Criterion which states that 
'each argument bears one and only one theta-role, and each theta-role is assigned to 
one and only one argument' (Chomsky 1981), examples (65) and (66) are ruled out 
because the presence of the reflexive object provokes a theta-role conflict in the object 
position. Similar facts can be observed when a referential object occupies the object 
position: 
(67) * 'A ball bounced itself.， (Figure 3-34) 
* BALL CL:A_ROUND—OBJECT—BOUNCE [SASS: SELF 
(68) * ‘A lucky-draw wheel rotated itself.' 
* LUCKY-DRAW-WHEEL CL: A_ROUND_OBJECT_ROTATE [SASS: SELF 
Our informants comment that the referential object SELF cannot appear in the object 
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position in (67) and (68) when the eventualities occur spontaneously'^. This suggests 
that the surface subjects in these instances are derived from the D-stmcture object 
position. Hence, the presence of the referential object is also not allowed in the object 
position in the unaccusative predicate since it violates the Theta Criterion. 
In Chapter Two, we mention that Kegl (1990) asserts ASL is subject to both 
Burzio's Generalization and Case Filter since the subject in an unaccusative is the 
internal argument associated with the theta-role ‘theme，，and it moves to the subject 
position to receive Case. The action of the unaccusative verb, as Kegl suggests, 
remains either at the index point of the subject NP or is in neutral position and thus 
indicates that the subject is actually an affected argument. Our data resemble that in 
ASL. In the unaccusative variants, both the verbs and subject NPs are signed in a 
neutral position or in front of the signer's torso area, and the internal argument is 
articulated in the subject position. Furthermore, the SASS classifier in the 
unaccusative sentences is the one not co-referential with the internal argument which 
is responsible for causing the eventuality to happen. In fact, throughout our 
experiment, when an external argument is absent in the signing utterance, the 
informants consistently agree that the action of the verbs is performed by the internal 
argument itself. If a HANDLE classifier associated with the verbal predicate is used 
in a spontaneous event in an unaccusative construction, the sentence must be regarded 
'6 The signs SELF and ONESELF are identical in HKSL (1-hanshape,纷.Whenever the sign is 
articulated postverbally, for instance 'MALE-CHILD CUT SELF', the informants always reflect that 
the sign refers to ONESELF which serves as a reflexive object in the sentence. However, if the sign is 
articulated preverbally as in 'BALL SELF ROTATE', the sign always refer it as an overt marker which 
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as ungrammatical since the HANDLE classifier is always co-referential with the 
theta-role Agent: 
(69) 'A ball bounced' 
* BALL CL: BALL-BOUNCE [HANDLE: 
(70) 'A swing swang， 
* SWING CL: SWING—SWING [HANDLE: ^ • 
Similarly, in an unaccusative sentence, the SASS classifier which is used in 
causative/transitive constructions cannot appear since this SASS classifier is co-
referential with the external argument such as natural forces or instruments. The 
presence of such classifier will also yield an ungrammatical sentence: 
(71) 'A dustbin overturned.’ 
* RUBBISH-CYLINDER BLOW [SASS: {V] CL: A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT_ 
OVERTURN [SASS: 
(72) 'A ball bounced.' 
* BALL CL: BOUNCE—A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT [SASS:彻 
Therefore, when verbs are used in an unaccusative form, the external argument is 
already bound in the lexical semantic representation before projecting to argument 
structure, hence it cannot be projected onto the S-structure. Thus the unaccusatives 
only select a single argument which is an internal argument at S-Structure. Seen in 
this light, we argue that HKSL is also subject to both Burzio's Generalization and the 
Unaccusativity Hypothesis. 
Recall that Kegl (1990) only gives a vague conjecture about which 
component does realize the causative morpheme in ASL. She suggests that it is the 
emphasizes that the spontaneity of the eventuality. 
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handling classifier that marks causation in transitive/causative variants, together with 
a set of sublexical morphemes such as role-prominence clitics, however, she did not 
elaborate on this issue further. We would argue that in HKSL, the HANDLE classifier 
is not a causative marker, instead it has [+agentive] feature and it necessarily requires 
a volitional agent as the external argument. In our data, it is often shown that this 
classifier only agrees with the agent and the theme in our lexical causative 
constructions. For instance, in the transitive use of the verb SWING, the sign 
involves a handshape changng from a S-handshape (ff) to a 5-handshape ( ^ ) that 
moves diagonally downward from the ipsilateral side to the contralateral side of the 
signer's body. The handshapes actually just indicate how a volitional agent performs 
the swinging action by holding a certain part of the chain of the swing. However, if it 
is the HANDLE classifier that marks the causative morphology in HKSL, it then fails 
to explicate why the causative meaning is still generated even no HANDLE classifier 
exists in the causative constructions which involve natural forces or instruments as the 
external argument, such as examples (36) and (37). In other words, the causal relation 
in these examples can still be achieved when the HANDLE classifier is absent. These 
examples illustrate that the causative meaning is still generated even if a SASS 
classifier is adopted. Moreover, not all the verbs which make use of a HANDLE 
classifier exert a causative meaning. For example, for a notion 'A girl is holding a 
small ear-ring,, a HANDLE classifier G-handshape ( ^ ) may be used to imitate the 
hand of a volitional agent holding a small thing with her thumb and index finger. 
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However, as claimed by Grimshaw (1990) that causativity denotes a complex event 
which must comprises both causing event and resultative state, no causative meaning 
is generated in this instance because the lexical semantic representation of the verb 
HOLD does not contain both subevents. It only depicts a stative event whose 
semantic template is represented by [x ACT SOMETHING ON y]. In addition, 
according to Moreno (1993)，there are three semantic primitives that must be 
associated with causative states: (I) transition or change of state; (ii) force, and (iii) 
purpose or intention (Song 1990). Obviously, in this utterance the ear-ring does not 
undergo a change of the 'holding' state, and it is not negatively affected by the subject 
‘the girV. In other words, the internal object ‘ear-ring, is not an affected patient or 
effected entity. Though the verb HOLD makes use of a HANDLE classifier, it only 
entails that two arguments are involved: the subject and the direct object. 
Similarly, we suggest that the SASS classifier associated with the verbal 
predicates in transitive/causative sentences does not mark [+cause] feature. In this 
construction, the SASS classifier only marks [-agentive] feature. As our data show, 
this [-agentive] SASS classifier can only be associated with the external argument 
which is a Causer such as instruments, rather than a volitional agent. However, similar 
to the HANDLE classifier, the SASS classifier do not entail a causative meaning. For 
example, in the verbal classifier predicate CL: 
T0UCH_A_3D_0BJECT_WITH_PAW for the notion of ‘The kitten is touching the 
^ool ball with its paw\ the signer holds up his non-dominant hand with a C-
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handshape ( ^ ) which is a SASS classifier of the wool ball. The dominant hand is also 
a SASS classifier (B-handshape，f)) that replicates the kitten's paw. It contacts the 
non-dominant hand as if the kitten is touching the wool ball. Notice that although the 
SASS classifier is used to denote an activity, but no causative meaning is generated 
because the semantic template of the verb TOUCH does not contain a causing event, 
but only an activity part as [x TOUCH y]. Moreover, the wool ball does not undergo 
an affecting state, nor does it change from one state to another. Therefore, the SASS 
classifier does not necessarily entail a causative marking and it only denotes the [-
agentive] feature which agrees with non-agentive entities such as natural forces and 
instruments in transitive/causative sentences. Given that the HANDLE and the SASS 
classifiers co-exist with the external argument that they are associated, it therefore 
supports the claim that agentivity does not necessarily entail causatvity, which is 
viewed as cross-linguistically true. 
In addition, some of the causative sentences in HKSL may not be expressed 
by verbal classifier predicates. Instead, they are expressed in 'plain lexical' signs that 
are not associated classifiers. In some examples of psych-verbs such as ‘ The movie 
frightened me' or ‘That stranger frightened me \ the verb ‘frighten' is not expressed 
by a verbal predicate associated with either a HANDLE or a SASS classifier. Instead, 
the sign 'frighten' is a 'plain lexical' verb that is composed by a single morpheme only. 
It is articulated in two 5-handshapes (fj^) whose palms face outward. The movement 
of the verb sign is articulated in a single, tensed outward manner, hence suggesting 
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that the movie or the stranger scares the affected patient 'me\ If the causative 
meaning must be expressed by either a HANDLE classifier or a SASS classifier, then 
the verb ‘frighten, must be associated with a HANDLE classifier when the external 
argument is an agentive entity, such as ‘the stranger \ or with a SASS classifier when 
the external argument is a non-agentive entity, such as ‘the moviein order to generate 
the causative meaning. However, as noticed, the causative meaning is still expressed 
even thought the sign of the verb ‘frighten, does not alternate according to the 
semantic differences of the external arguments. The verb sign in the two cases is still 
articulated in two 5-handshapes d ) with no classifier involved in the sentences. And 
the theme ‘me, still undergo an affecting state. These examples, therefore, suggest 
that classifiers may not be the causative marker in the causative constructions. 
We would also argue that the movement of the sign does not serve as a 
causative marker since it does not entail externality. Externality refers to an event 
which is externally caused and therefore must require an agent or cause as the external 
argument. As we have mentioned in (2.4.1)，the movement in the classifier predicates 
contributes the verbal meaning and the movements may be identical in transitive or 
intransitive forms. For instance, as in the examples of the notions 'A boy swung a 
swing' and 'A swing swung\ the movements of the verb SWING in its transitive and 
intransitive forms are identical, both are signed by moving the dominant hand 
diagonally downward from the ipsilateral side to the contralateral side of the signer's 
body. Apparently if the movement is the causative morpheme that encodes both the 
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external and internal arguments in the sentence, the unaccusative variant would be 
considered as awkward since the external argument must be obligatorily absent. We 
would therefore argue that, the movement only provides a specific predicative 
meaning with the interaction of the selected handshape unit. 
Viewing from this perspective, we would like to propose that the causative 
morpheme is abstractly marked in HKSL. In the next chapter, we will show that it is 
the upper v of vp. Verbs would entail the causative meaning when they merge with it. 
We will strive to provide a detailed examination on this issue in Chapter Four. 
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3.5 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, we have pointed out that causative alternation in HKSL can be 
realized only when verbs select the volitional agents as the external argument. We 
argue that in the lexical causative construction, the HANDLE classifier, which agrees 
with the external argument and the internal argument, is associated with the single 
verbal predicate. The SASS classifier, on the other hand, is used to associate with the 
unaccusative construction. Our experimental design fails to elicit sufficient non-
manual features for analysis, but the preliminary observation reveals that non-manual 
features may not be a crucial cue to differentiate the causative and unaccusative pairs. 
We find that no causative alternation is taken place when verbs select inanimate and 
non-agentive entities such as natural forces and instruments as the external argument. 
The causative construction is exemplified by two verbal classifier predicates that are 
often associated with the SASS classifier. We propose that it may be attributable to the 
degree of agentivity and concreteness of the external argument that the verbs are 
associated. 
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Chapter 4: The syntax of causative alternation 
4.0 Introduction 
In Chapter Three, we have discussed how causative alternation is determined 
by classifiers and the degree of agentivity of the external argument. In this chapter, 
our focus will turn to the derivations of the causative/unaccusative pairs in HKSL. It 
is already familiar to us that the lexical causative construction is often associated with 
a HANDLE classifier when the verb selects a volitional agent as the external argument, 
while a SASS classifier is observed in the unaccusative predicate: 
(1) 'A boy bounced a ball. ' 
M A L E - C H I L D B A L L B O U N C E [ H A N D L E : 
(2) ‘A ball bounced.， 
B A L L B O U N C E [SASS: 
Based on the lexical-semantic criteria, we have argued that the HANDLE classifier is 
often associated with the presence of an agent and a theme, whereas the SASS 
classifier seems to be associated with the theme argument in the unaccusative 
predicates only. In this chapter, we would like to propose that an abstract [+cause] 
feature posits in the upper v of vp, following the VP shell analysis. A verb would 
entail the causative meaning when it moves to the position from the lower V to the 
upper V. We would further assume that the HANDLE classifier and SASS classifier 
are the syntactic heads of a functional projection, verbal classifier phrase (VCLP), 
which encode the interpretation of agentivity. The verb would further moves to the 
head of VCLP and merges with the classifier at PR Before we go into the analysis, we 
will first consider some current proposals concerning X-bar theory and the checking 
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theory in 4.1. Section 4.2 will focus on examining the derivation of 
causative/unaccusative pairs in HKSL. Based on the classifiers that they are 
associated, it is proposed that these variants are two separate lexical entries in the 
lexicon. In 4.3，the problem that the HANDLE classifier is the causative marker 
mentioned in Chapter Two is addressed. We would also argue that the abstract 
[+cause] feature posits in the upper v of vp and it will trigger overt verb movement at 
LF in the manner of feature checking operation. We will also provide the background 
on our theoretical assumption in section 4.4. We will argue against the assumption 
suggested by Brentari and Benedicto (1999) that the HANDLE classifier and SASS 
classifier are the heads of a functional projection which encode the interpretation of 
telicity. We would suggest that there is a VCLP which posits on the top of a verb 
phrase and it encodes [土agentive] feature. The analysis herein is shown to be 
empirically supported. 
4.1 The X-bar theory 
Within the framework of the Minimalist Program (1993, 1995), the 
computational system of a language chooses a lexical item and projects it to syntax as 
a phrase structure XP, in the spirit of X-bar theory. This XP must consist of a head X 
that both of them share the identical lexical property. Under the X-bar principles, the 
structural representations of an XP are exemplified as follows: 
(3) [X X] 
[X’ X ] 
[XP [X, X ] 
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� [X X 0 ] 
[ X，X 0 ] 
[xP 0 [ x ’ X ZP]] 
Graphically, the structural representations can be represented in this way: 
(5a) X (5b) X’ (5c) XP 
X X X ’ 
X 
(6) X (6b) X’ (6c) XP 
八 八 X 0 X 0 0 X’ 
X ZP 
(3) and (5a-c) illustrate a structural representation which does not involve an insertion 
operation, while the structural representation (4) and (6a-c) do. In (4) and (6), ‘0， 
represents a designated empty position which must be either inserted by a head or 
another phrase structure. Insertion operation can be done via two ways: Merge and 
Move operations. Merge involves inserting an item from the lexicon or a maximal 
projection derived from the computational system in the empty position ‘0，. For 
instance, a zero-level category Y is adjoined to the zero-level category X in (7a), and 
in (7b) a maximal projection YP is inserted and adjoined to the zero-level category X. 
(7a) X (7b) X’ 
八 八 
X Y X YP 
Move operation, on the other hand, is an invariant principle of computation. It states 
that a category can be moved to a target position in a structural representation. Hence 
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in (7c), the maximal projection YP can be moved to the designated empty position, 






The Merge operation is less costly than the Move operation because the latter requires 
an extra step of determining Phonetic Form (PF). Within the Minimalist framework, 
the computational operations should always be reduced to a minimum in order to 
respect the Principle of Economy (Chomsky 1991). Hence the Move operation should 
be the last resort operation. 
Several types of movement can be identified. One of the types is the XP 
movement. Within the Minimalist program, a category can move to a target position 
in a structure only if their morphological properties match. A typical example of the 
XP movement is the NP movement. For example, a subject originating in the Spec of 
VP moves to the Spec of IP by virtue of the Extended Projection Principle (EEP) 
feature, which is a morphological property of I and also a predicational character of 
VP, i.e., a V has an extended projection into IP (William 1980, Rothstein 1983). 
The head movement is another type of movement operation. It involves the 
movement of a word or zero-level category from one head to another. The head 
movement constraint (HMC), suggested by Travis (1984), amounts to the requirement 
that a moved head can only move into the head position in the next highest phrase 
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immediately containing it (Radford 1997b, p.514). A typical example of the head 
movement is V-movement. In the Minimalist Program, it is supposed that the VP 
structure of a transitive predicate composes an inner VP core and outer vp core, in 
which the VP is merged with a light vp, as shown in (8a) and (8b): 
(8a) vp (8b) vp 
DP V’ DP V' 
I I 八 
‘He’ V VP ‘He， v VP 
I 八 I A 
'read'i DP V’ 'make' DP V’ 
‘the book' V 'her' V 
tj 'sad' 
The so-called light verb v in vp itself does not contain or is not rich in lexical meaning. 
It is in fact a category that functions to express the functional property of a predication. 
The reason for assuming the vp projection can be semantically and syntactically 
explicated. Briefly speaking, from the semantic point of view, a light v helps express 
the predicative functions such as an event, a performance, and a cause. Syntactically, 
it helps differentiate the external argument and internal argument in a predication, in 
which the subject occupying the spec of vp must be the external argument of the 
sentence. 
A light verb can either be lexical (with phonetic form), or null (without 
phonetic form). A null light verb is a bound morpheme and is required to adjoin to the 
predicative verb by head movement. In example (8a)，the verb ‘read' originating as 
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the head V of VP raises to adjoin to a null agentive light verb which has a performative 
sense, and the sentence can be roughly paraphrased as ‘He performed the action of 
book-reading' (Radford 1997b，p.209). On the other hand, a light verb with phonetic 
form can either be a free morpheme or a bound morpheme. In (8b), the verb ‘make’ is 
a causative light verb that only functions to yield the predicative meaning but not 
lexical meaning. The predicative verb ‘sad, is not required to adjoin to the light v 
because the verb ‘make' is a free morpheme. However, in (8c), the predicative verb 
‘sad, has to raise to adjoin to the head v of vp which is occupied by a bound morpheme 
‘-e«，i and form a causative verb ‘sadden,, whose meaning is roughly tantamount to 




‘He， V VP 
八 




In the surface structure, the trace resulting from the movement done in (8a) and (8c) is 
opaque because the structural part where the moved element originates is pruned. This 
‘The affix ‘-en’ is a derivational morpheme that can only be attached to adjectives in order to derive 
verbs, for instance, the causative verb "sadden" exemplified in (8c) is derived by the adjective ‘sad,. In 
some cases, however, the derived verbs are not necessarily transitive or causative verbs. Some 
unaccusative/intransitive verbs are also derived syntactically by adding the derivational affix ‘-en’ to 
the adjectives. For example, in the sentences ‘His face reddened" and ‘The days are beginning to 
shorten", the verbs ‘reddened’ and ‘shorten' are unaccusative verbs which are only involved the 
internal arguments ‘His face' and ‘The days' respectively. 
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kind of movement operation is shown to be plausible in accounting for the derivation 
of the lexical causatives in the spoken languages such as English and Chinese, as we 
have discussed in Chapter Two. We assume that the derivation of HKSL lexical 
causative constructions is also systematically equivalent of those in the spoken 
languages. However, as we have mentioned in Chapter Three, unlike the spoken 
languages such as English and Chinese, the verbs in HKSL are often associated with 
classifiers which are considered as morphologically overt in the verbal predicates. 
Theoretical questions hence arise: What are the statuses of the HANDLE and SASS 
classifiers? How do they influence the derivation of transitive/causative and 
intransitive/unaccusative pairs? A related question is further addressed: How can they 
be handled in the argument structure? Before we come back to these questions, let us 
examine the nature of the checking theory. 
4.1.1 The Checking theory 
In the Minimalist Framework (1993，1995)，Chomsky claims that a language 
consists of a lexicon and a computational system. The computational system 
randomly selects lexical items from the lexicon and forms a derivation, following the 
X-bar theory. Each derivation determines a linguistic expression, which contains a 
pair of representations (PF and LF). By virtue of the Full Interpretation (FI), an 
element can converge at a representation, PF or LF, only if it is properly licensed as a 
legitimate object. Therefore, any element that is not properly governed will result in 
an illegitimate object and a derivation containing such an object crashes either at PF or 
125 
LR This legitimate licensing condition in the derivation can be done via the 
framework of checking theory. The theory assumes that a lexical category, for 
instance, a verb or a noun, contains a bunch of O features such as gender, numbers and 
case or inflectional features such as Tense features in the lexicon as its intrinsic 
properties. In order for the lexical category to be interpreted at LF, it has to interact 
with its respective functional category that also contains such kind of features. The 
features will be checked off when the lexical category moves to the head of the 
relevant functional category. The derivation will crash if the features of the lexical 
category and the functional category conflict, because such mismatch fails to satisfy 
the FI condition. 
The checking theory allows for parametric differences in implementing the 
checking procedure across languages^ As the theory proposes, there are two kinds of 
inflectional features, strong and weak, both of which have to be checked in the course 
of a derivation. Strong features are visible at PF and therefore they have to be checked. 
Overt raising of the lexical category is then required so that the derivation does not 
crash at PR On the other hand, weak features are invisible at PF and hence the lexical 
category is not required to raise overtly. The weak features are then checked at LF in 
order to respect the principle of Procrastinate, because LF operations are less costly 
2 The Minimalist Program suggests that the features that appear in lexical entries are distinguished 
between formal features that are accessible in the course of the computation and others that are not 
(Chomsky 1995，p.230). The lexical entry for car, for instance, contains formal features such as [+N] 
and [-human] and semantic features such as [artifact]. According to the checking theory, only the 
formal features can be checked in the derivation. The semantic features, on the contrary, cannot be 
checked. Hence, the formal features [+N] and [-human] can be eliminated after spell-out.， 
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and economical. 
An instance that can illustrate the point is the relative richness of the 
agreement inflections carried by the finite verbs in French and Chinese. The 
paradigms below show the contrast between the two languages: 
(9) Je bois/tu bois/ il (elle) boit/ nous buvons/ vous buvez/ ils (elles) 
boivent la cafe. 
'I drink/you drink/he (she) drinks/we drink/you drink/they drink 
coffee.' 
(10) Wo/ ni/ ta/ wo men /ni men /ta men he kafei. 
I you s/he we you they drink coffee 
I drink/you drink/he (she) drinks/we drink/you drink/they drink 
coffee.' 
As shown in French, the finite verb bois ‘drink' carries strong agreement features; 
hence, in order to check its strong agreement features in the relevant functional 
domain, it has to move from V of VP to I of IP in the overt syntax. The movement is 
illustrated in paradigm (11). The consequence of the V-raising enables a local spec-
head relation with its subject between I and its specifier, and its person/number/case 
specifier-features can be checked. In the paradigm, for example, for the notion of TM 
bois la cafe' (you drink coffee), the verb bois raises to the I to can check its [2SNom] 
specific-features against the corresponding [2SNom] head-features of the subject Tu. 
Since the two sets of feature match, the specifier-features of the verb can be eliminated 
along with the head-features of Tu, thereby results that the derivation does not crash. 
In contrast, the verb he 'drink' in Chinese is uninflected and hence I is assumed to 
have weak V-features. The verb does not raise overtly to I. The agreement features 
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can thus be checked off at LF in order to respect the Economy Principle. 
(11) IP 
D r I 
Tu I VP 
[2SNom] 
'you' boit V D 
[Pres] I 
[2SNom] ti a cafe 
'drinkj' ‘coffee’ 
T 
The insight of the feature checking theory helps explicate the parametric 
variation across languages on the interpretation of the grammatical properties of a 
linguistic expression. In this thesis, we will adopt this feature checking theory to 
argue for the lexical causative and unaccusative constructions in HKSL. 
4.2 The derivation pattern of causative/unaccusative pairs in HKSL 
One of the most crucial concerns of causative alternation in the spoken 
languages in the past decades has been the derivational direction of the causative and 
unaccusative pairs. For instance, in Chapter Two, we mentioned that L&R and H&K 
hold a different point of view towards the derivational pattern of causative alternation 
in English. While L&R argue that the lexical causative variants are semantically basic, 
H&K propose that the causative variants are likely derived. We also stated that the 
asymmetry of selectional restrictions offers us a guide to which variant is basic, since 
the variant which is the basic will impose less stringent on its arguments. In our 
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HKSL data, it is shown that the unaccusative members tend to be less stringent on its 
arguments, while the lexical causative counterparts incline to select agentive entities 
such as volitional agents as the external argument, but not non-agentive entities such 
as natural forces: 
(12a) ‘A door closed.， 
D O O R CL: A一 F L A T—V E R T I C A L _ O B J E C T _ C L O S E [SASS: (V ft] 
(12b) ‘A window closed.' 
W I N D O W CL: A _ F L A T _ O B J E C T— C L O S E [SASS: (V ft] 
(12c) 'A boy closed a door.' 
D H : M A L E - C H I L D CL: C L O S E—A _ F L A T—V E R T I C A L \ 
- P L A N E [ H A N D L E : ft] \ 
B H ： D O O R \ 
N D H : A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L— / 
P L A N E [SASS: FI] Z 
DH: 
B H : CL: C L O S E一 A _ F L A T— V E R T I C A L - P L A N E [ H A N D L E : F) / S A S S : FI] 
NDH: 
(12d) ‘A boy closed a window.' 
M A L E - C H I L D W I N D O W CL: C L O S E _ A _ F L A T _ O B J E C T [ H A N D L E : FL /FL] 
(12e) 'The wind blew over a door and as a result the door closed.' 
( W I N D ) B L O W [SASS: D O O R CL: A—FLA T—VER T I C A L—OBJ E C T—CLO S E 
[SASS: FI/ F)] 
(12f) 'The wind blew over a window and as a result the window 
closed.' 
( W I N D ) B L O W [SASS: FR] D O O R CL: A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L _ O B J E C T— C L O S E 
[SASS: (V FI] 
As shown in the above examples, when the verb ‘close, selects the volitional 
agent as the external argument, the eventuality can often be articulated in a single 
verbal predicate expressed with a HANDLE classifier, as shown in (12c) and (12d). 
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On the contrary, when the verb selects the natural forces such as ‘the wind' as the 
external argument, the causing event and the resulting state are not denoted by a single 
verbal predicate, but are associated with two verbal predicates associated with a SASS 
classifier, forming a serial verb construction (SVC), as indicated in (12e) and (12f). 
Hence，our data seem to reveal that the unaccusative variants are the basic ones, while 
the lexical causative members are derived, because the latter imposes a stricter choice 
of arguments as its subject. 
As revealed by our data, the lexical causative and the unaccusative variants 
are often associated with different classifiers. In the signed language literature, the 
classifier handshape, which is a bound morpheme, often combines with the movement 
to form a verbal predicate construction. Apparently, the classifiers themselves used in 
HKSL must also bring about a significant influence on the argument structure. If the 
lexical causative variants are derived from the unaccusative counterparts, hence, like 
many other spoken languages such as Athabaskan language Navajo or Misumalpan 
language Miskitu whose transitive and intransitive alternating pairs are distinguished 
by the suffixal elements, HKSL might also show overt morphological reflexes of 
transitivity in alternating verbs. 
As presented in the data, the classifiers in HKSL are often associated with the 
verbal predicates. If the classifiers are assumed to exist in the lexicon as intrinsic 
features of the lexical verbs, i.e. they are the verbal affixes in the lexicon, then they are 
similar to the classifiers that are associated with the transitive and intransitive verbs in 
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Navajo or Miskitu, and we would expect them to attach to the verbs by the Merge 
operation. Following H&K's (1998) claim that languages are invariant in the basic 
elements of argument structure, it can be hypothesized that verbs are formed between 
a head and its complement, at the level of Merge. The intransitive verb ‘bounce, in 
HKSL，for instance, would hence involve conflation of the root stem of an 




‘ A ball' V XP 





The paradigm (13) shows the argument structure of the intransitive predicate 
in HKSL. When the verb ‘bounce, merges with its complement, i.e. the indeterminate 
category X，the trace [V，t；] becomes opaque, and the specifier of VP corresponds to 
the internal argument which is the generally accepted defining property of 
unaccusatives. This argument is theta marked by the verb and will further raise from 
the specifier position of VP to the Spec of IP in order to check the nominative case by 
virtue of the Extended Projection Principle (EEP), hence yielding a grammatical 
3 We suspect that most verbs in HKSL might be derived from the noun category because they often 
correlate to the noun referents. For instance, for the notion of ‘A car is moving', the sign of the verbal 
predicate CL: VEHICLE_MOVE involves a CLASSes (semantic) 6-handshape (fV) which abstractly 
denotes the whole figure of the car along with a horizontal movement from point a to point b. Howeve^ 
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unaccusative sentence. 
(14) 'A ball bounced.' 
B A L L CL: A _ R O U N D _ O B J E C T _ B O U N C E [SASS: 
On the other hand, by hypothesis, the corresponding transitive/causative 
variant is derived by moving the verb occupying the head V of lower VP to the head v 
of upper vp and merging it with the transitive verbal affix. Therefore, in the case of the 
transitive variant in HKSL, the intransitive verb ‘bounce, with its affix [ S A S S ] would 
move together to the head v of upper vp and merge with the HANDLE classifier which 
is base-generated in the position: 
(15)* vp 
DP V’ 
I ^ ^ ^ ^ 
‘A boy， V V P 
I 八 
bounccj [ S A S S ] - [ H A N D L E ] DP V， 
个 I 八 
‘a ball’ V X 
t t 
,1 "-i ^ _ _ I 
As shown in (15)，the derivation of the transitive/causative variant from the 
unaccusative counterpart gives rise to the so-called transitive verb predicate ‘CL: 
B 0 U N C E _ A _ 3 D _ R 0 U N D _ 0 B J E C T - [ S A S S ] - [ H A N D L E ] ' , in which the two 
classifiers, the HANDLE and SASS classifiers are associated with the verb. 
Nonetheless, in reality, there is no clear evidence in HKSL that the transitive/causative 
variants are represented in this way at the s-syntax level as indicated in (15): 
further investigation should be conducted and we leave this issue open. 
132 
(16) 'A boy bounced a ball.‘ 
* M A L E - C H I L D B A L L CL: B O U N C E— A—R O U N D一 O B J E C T 
[ H A N D L E : (^丨 SASS: 
While the intransitive/unaccusative verbs are clearly associated with the SASS 
classifier, the transitive/causative ones are not formed by merging the HANDLE 
classifier to the intransitive/unaccusative forms. Instead, the transitive/causative 
variants are associated with the HANDLE classifier only. In effect, the claim that the 
lexical causative members are derived by the unaccusative counterparts is not 
plausible in HKSL. The morphological realization of the transitive/causative and 
intransitive/unaccusative pairs that are associated with different classifiers hinders the 
verbs from altering the transitivity. Therefore we argue that in HKSL, the 
causatives/transitives cannot be directly derived from the unaccusatives/intransitives. 
Seen in this light, the assumption that H&K (1998) propose may be only tenable and 
typical for the derivation of the verbs where conflation or Merge operation can only be 
done on the X-level complement without overt morphemes, such as de-nominal and 
de-adjectival verbs in English. 
If the causative variants are not derived from the unaccusative counterparts, 
what is the relationship between the two variants? Rather than suggesting that they 
belong to the same lexical entry, we would argue that the causative/transitive and 
unaccusative/intransitive variants are two separate lexical items existing in the lexicon, 
where each is associated with a distinctive classifier. This is to say, the 
causative/unaccusative alternation in HKSL seems to belong to the non-directed 
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alternation as discussed in Haspelmath (1993). In fact, this is not surprising, because 
based on the lexical-semantic criteria, the HANDLE classifier is often associated with 
the transitive predicate in which both the volitional agent and the theme are involved, 
whereas the SASS classifier is often used in the intransitive/unaccusative predicate 
where only the theme is included. Clearly, this distinctive use of classifiers can be 
morphologically realized in the surface structure in HKSL. In fact, our claim is 
supported by the fact that in some spoken languages, some transitive/intransitive 
variants are non-directional alternation because they are associated with separate verb 
stems: 
(17a) Ta da-kai le nedao men 
He/she open Asp that-CL door. 
‘He/she opened that door.' 
(17b) Nedao men kai le 
That-CL door open Asp 
'That door opened' 
As shown in Chinese examples (17a)，the transitive V-V verb da-kai ‘open, 
which requires to take both the agent and the theme as its external and internal 
argument is used in the lexical causative construction, whereas in the unaccusative 
variant，the verb kai 'open' which only requires to take internal argument is adopted. 
Clearly，different from the Chinese lexical verbs such as yian-si ‘drown-dead,, in 
which the causative verb is graphically or morphologically identical to the 
unaccusative basic form, as indicated in Chapter Two, the verbs shown in (17a) and 
(17b) are two separate verbs that are both morphologically marked. In our HKSL data, 
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it is clearly shown that the lexical causative verbs and the unaccusative verbs are both 
morphologically marked by different classifiers, the HANDLE and the SASS 
classifiers respectively. Therefore, we would suggest that the lexical causative verb 
and the unaccusative verb are two separate lexical entries in the lexicon in HKSL. 
Although we have proved that the causative/unaccusative are two separate 
entries in the lexicon, the syntactic status of these two classifiers still remains 
unresolved. We will strive to provide the answer in section 4.4. 
4.3 The abstract causative morpheme and feature checking 
In Chapter Two, we mentioned Kegl 's (1985, 1990) claim that the handling 
classifier in ASL marks causation in the lexical causative construction, together with a 
set of sub-lexical morphemes such as role-prominence clitics. Nevertheless, in 
Chapter Three, we argued that the HANDLE classifier in HKSL does not mark the 
causative feature, because in some simple transitive sentences, no causative meaning 
is generated even though the HANDLE classifier is associated with the verbal 
predicate: 
(18) 'The girl held the ear-ring.' 
INDEXDET F E M A L E - C H I L D E A R R I N G CL: H O L D _ A _ S M A L L _ O B J E C T 
[ H A N D L E : 々 ] 
(19) ‘The man is drinking a glass of water.' 
INDEXDET M A L E CL: D R I N K _ A _ G L A S S— O F一 W A T E R [ H A N D L E : 
The verbal predicates in (18) and (19) are both associated with the HANDLE 
classifiers. In (18), a HANDLE classifier G-handshape ( ^ ) is used to imitate the 
hand of a volitional agent holding a small thing with her thumb and index finger, 
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whereas in (19)，a HANDLE classifier C-handshape (义）is adopted to replicate the 
external argument MALE drinking a glass of water by holding it. Obviously, as we 
have argued, under the notion of Grimshaw's (1990) causativity, these predicates do 
not encode a causative meaning because the lexical semantic representation of these 
verbs do not contain a resulting sub-event, an essential property of a causative 
construction. In (18) and (19), the lexical semantic representations just denote a single 
event which is a state and an activity respectively, i.e. the stative situation of the ear-
ring being held, and the progressive situation of the man's drinking the water. 
The argument that the HANDLE classifier does not mark a causative 
meaning can be illustrated at a syntactic level. If the HANDLE classifier is a causative 
marker, it can be assumed that this causative morpheme must be associated with the 
head v of the upper vp. In order to satisfy its morphological subcategorization at the 
surface structure (since it is a bound morpheme), this causative morpheme must be 
syntactically supported by a verb that is taken to the complement of vp. The verb 
originated as the head V of the lower V will then be assumed to move into the head of 
the upper v and merge with it in order to satisfy the morphological requirement of this 
causative morpheme. If this is so, we would expect that all the verbs moving into the 
head of the upper v enter the causative structure, because in both transitive and 
causative predicates, the verbs are often associated with the HANDLE classifier when 





V’ ^ ^ VP 
V [HANDLE] D P V， 
'7 一 一 八 
V XP 
ti 
As noticed, if the HANDLE classifier is regarded as a causative marker, i.e. it 
has a [+cause] feature, then it must be base-generated in the head v of vp. The head v 
will then become a causative light verb after V movement. The verb moving from the 
lower V to the head of v will result in denoting the causing meaning since it has to 
merge with the HANDLE classifier in the upper vp. Apparently, this account is not 
tenable because it loses the general distinction between transitive and causative verb 
structures since all the predicate verbs, as the complements of the upper v, have to 
raise to adjoin to the causative light verb. 
The argument that the HANDLE classifier does not mark the causative 
meaning can also be extended to the causative constructions which are associated with 
the SASS classifier when the verbs select non-agentive arguments such as instruments 
and natural forces as the external argument. This SASS classifier, as we have 
suggested in Chapter Three, is different from the SASS classifier associated in the 
unaccusative predicates because it only agrees with the external argument, but not the 
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internal argument. Similarly, if the SASS classifier marks any causative meaning, the 
verbs associated with it will also necessarily denote a causing event. In light of this, 
we argue that the HANDLE classifier and SASS classifier in the causative 
constructions do not mark any causative meaning. 
If the HANDLE classifier and SASS classifier are not the causative marker in 
the lexical causative constructions, how is causativity realized in HKSL? There is no 
doubt that in some natural languages, the notion of causatvity can be realized by a 
causative marker which can either be a lexical verb such as ‘make' in English and shi 
‘cause’ in Chinese, or a bound morpheme such as ‘-t, in Tsez^ However, as cited in 
the spoken language literature, the causative constructions can also be encoded by 
other lexical items in the lexicon, such as ‘open' in the lexical causative constructions 
like ‘ The boy opened the door,. The verb can denote causativity because its lexical 
semantic representation contains a complex predicate structure consisting of a causing 
event and resulting state, in which the subject ‘the boy\ being the Causer, performing 
an action of opening which causes the object, being the Causae, to open. This reveals 
that causativity is not only necessarily marked by a certain kind of causative verbs, but 
is a concept that can be abstractly encoded. 
As we have seen in Chapter Two, Baker (1988) and H&K (1991) propose that 
causative verb has an entry in the lexicon with its subcategorization and theta-marking 
4 In Tsez, the causative verbs are derived from by adding a derivational morpheme such as ‘-广 and '-er\ 
For instance, the transitive verb o td kill, can derive a causative verb by adding forming the verb 
olFd -t 'cause to kill'. Another example is the causative verb iti-r-er ‘cause to touch' is formed by 
adding the suffix ‘_er, to the transitive one iti-r ‘touch’ (Comrie 2000). 
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properties specified, and Baker argue that the causative morpheme is a morphological 
affix that requires a verb to support it. Following these lines of thinking, we would 
also argue that an abstract [+cause] morpheme posits in the head v of vp, based on the 
VP analysis. Under the feature checking mechanism, in order for the causative verb 
occupying the head v to have an interpretation at LF, i.e. to become the legitimate 
object at LF, there must be a checking domain for this element. Therefore, the verb 
originated in the lower V would move to the head v of vp for the checking process to 
be implemented, since their features match with each other. This kind of movement, 
as we have mentioned, is verb movement because it is the verb which originates as the 
head V of lower VP moves into the head v of upper vp to check for its feature. 
Furthermore, the verb raising to the head v is also responsible for the theta-role and 
abstract Case assignments for its arguments. By moving to the head v, the verb 
establishes a local relation with the external argument which occupies the spec of vp. 
That is, it assigns the nominative Case to the external argument. In addition, it also 
forms the chain [V, t] which establishes a local relation with the internal argument 
occupying in the spec of lower V. The causative verb still governs the internal 
argument and assigns the theta-role and the accusative Case to it. In this way, the 
Causer/Causee relation with the causative verb is thus ensured. 
The reasoning above offers us an additional bonus: it explains why the 
classifiers cannot be base-generated in the head v of the upper v. Since it is proposed 
that the causativity is represented in the syntax by an abstract causative morpheme 
139 
occupying the head v of vp, it is expected that when the predicate verb moves to the 
head v to check the [+cause] feature, it has to merge with the classifier in order to 
satisfy its morphological requirement. The classifier will automatically render the 
causative meaning due to its association with the verb. Obviously, the distinction 
between the transitive and causative verb structures is also lost because the 
morphological realization of the classifier requires the verb, which is a causative light 
verb when it moves to the upper v, to merge with it. If the classifiers cannot be base-
generated inside the verb phrase, how are they syntactically realized? We would argue 
that these classifiers are functional categories which are projected in the head of a 
functional category verbal classifier phrase (VCLP), and the verb will move from the 
head v position to the head of the functional category and adjoin to them. In the next 
section, we will strive to provide evidence for our analysis. 
4.4 Verbal classifiers as a functional projection 
In this section, we will present the evidence that the classifiers in HKSL are 
functional categories which are projected under the head of a functional projection, 
VCLP, and highlight the main features of it. We would propose that an agentivity 
feature is marked in the verbal classifier phrase, and this feature of the functional head 
and that of the classifiers have to be matched with each other and checked off so as to 
obtain the agentive reading ([+A] value) and the non-agentive reading ([-A] value) for 
the verbs. The verb will then raise to the VCLP and merge with the classifier in order 
to satisfy the morphological properties of it. Before we strive to provide a detailed 
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examination, we will first take a look at the syntactic status of the classifiers in the 
signed languages. 
4.4.1 Functional categories and lexical categories 
Traditionally, lexical categories are divided into two major classes, open class 
and closed class. The open class comprises the major lexical categories V (verb), N 
(noun)，A(adjective) and P(reposition). These categories are assumed to have 
indefinitely many members in the lexicon of a language, and new lexical entries are 
often allowed in this category. Moreover, these lexical categories often render 
descriptive content or sense properties (Radford 1997，p. 43). On the other hand, a 
closed class, which is referred to as a class of functional categories, contains a limited 
number of entries. These categories include Comp (complementizer), Infl (Inflection), 
Aux (Auxiliary), Agr (Agreement), and Tns (Tense) etc. Unlike the lexical categories, 
the functional categories serve primarily to carry information about the grammatical 
properties of expressions within the sentences, such as the information about number, 
gender, person, case etc. Moreover, one crucial difference between the lexical 
categories and functional categories is that the latter tend to have an affixal nature 
(Abney 1986)，that is, they are the bound morphemes which appear to be attached to 
other categories:，typically the lexical categories. Lieber (1980)，Marantz (1984) and 
Baker (1988) suggest that a bound morpheme has morphological selectional 
5 As suggested, it is true that not all of the functional categories appear to be bound morphemes and 
attach to other categories. For example, in English, determiners and complementizers such as 
pronouns ’ which are the functional categories, are not bound morphemes. Since they are not bound in 
nature，they do not need to attach to any other categories. 
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properties which specify the categorial nature of the item they can attach or adjoin to 
(Ouhalla 1991，p. 15). For instance, the affixal properties of Tense category would 
specify the verb as the category that it can attach, since the tense elements often appear 
to attach to the verbs. 
We find that the verbal classifiers in HKSL seem to have the properties that 
the functional categories are associated. First of all, the classifiers in the signed 
languages are of limited numbers. As we have mentioned in Chapter Two, only three 
main types of classifiers can be identified: the HANDLE classifier, the SASS 
classifier and the CLASSes classifier. In addition, these classifiers do not contain any 
content or lexical properties. They mainly serve as a reference tracking function to the 
noun arguments. As postulated, the HANDLE classifier often agrees with the external 
argument and the internal argument in the lexical causative constructions, while in the 
unaccusative constructions, the SASS classifier agrees with the internal argument. In 
other words, they just carry out the information about the number of arguments that 
the verb takes. Besides, according to Supalla's (1982) 'movement as root' hypothesis, 
within a verbal classifier predicate, the classifier is a bound morpheme attached to the 
movement which is the root of the predicate. If we assume that the movement in the 
verbal predicate in the signed language is tantamount to the verb stem in the spoken 
languages, it is reasonable to claim that the classifiers are just equivalent to the verbal 
affixes which must adjoin to the verbs. Seen in this light, we would suggest that the 
classifiers in the signed languages belong to a certain functional category. 
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In fact, the status of classifiers as belonging to a functional category has been 
supported by some sign linguists. Brentari and Benedicto (1999) (henceforth, B&B) 
have also proposed that the HANDLE classifier (instrumental classifier (ICL) in their 
terms) and SASS classifier (extent descriptive classifier (eDCL) in their terms) are the 
functional categories. Based on Borer's (1998) model of functional projection, they 
claim that ICL and eDCL can be the syntactic heads of a functional projection (FP) 
that encodes the meanings related to telicity, which is referred to as the one situated 
directly above VP. Along the lines with Borer, the constituent in the spec of the 
functional projection would manifest syntactic object properties and semantic 
aspectual interpretational properties. According to B&B, the distinction exhibited by 
the ICL and eDCL is between telic transitives and unaccusatives, in which the ICL is a 
case of telic transitives, whereas the latter classifier displays a case of unaccusatives. 
The ICL and eDCL would compete for the same head position because they are both 
associated with the internal argument, the underlying object. ' Since both ICL and 
eDCL head the same functional projection and have a [+telic] feature, the difference 
between them, as suggested, is that ICL has a [+Case] feature that the constituent in 
their spec will check, while eDCL do not have a Case feature. Hence, if an ICL 
occupies the head of such functional projection, for the notion ‘They opened the 
6 The model developed by Borer (1998) argues that the functional projection above the VP is not AgrOP 
J)ut AspP which encodes meanings related to telicity. For detailed, readers can refer to Borer (1998)， 
As we have mentioned in Chapter Two, the presence of a handling classifier often correlates with the 
presence of an agent, the external argument and a theme, the internal argument, whereas the SASS 
classifier seems to be associated with an internal argument only. However, as argued by Bemtari and 
Benedicto (1999), the particular choice of a given handling classifier over another is determined by the 
properties of the objects, rather than the properties of the subject. Hence, it is suggested that the 
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window', the internal argument ‘the window'' will move to the spec of ICLP for 
checking the accusative Case and it will also carry a telic interpretation. On the other 
hand, the external argument 'they' will move from the spec of VP to the spec of TP to 




'Theyj' T \ 
A ICL-P 
DP2 \ 
'the w i n d o w ^ \ 
I ICL VP 
[+telic] 
[+case] ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
tj open tj 
(Brentari & Benedicto 1999, p.76) 
As B&B claims, in the case of an unaccusative predicate, when the verb takes 
only one argument, for instance ‘The window opened’, the functional projection will 
be occupied by an eDCL. The single argument ‘the window' of the verb will move to 
the spec of eDCL-P to get a telic interpretation, which is interpreted as the end point of 
the event. However, since the [+Case] feature is not available in the functional head, 
the internal argument will move further to the spec of TP in order to check for the 
nominative Case, by virtue of the Extended Projection Principle. Therefore, a telic 
unaccusative predicate is obtained. 




‘The window, T \ 
A ICL-P 
“ ICL VP 
[+telic] 
[-case] ^ ^ ^ 
open t； 
|J 
(Brentari & Benedicto 1999，p.77) 
The significance of B&B's analysis is that it provides syntactic evidence for 
the idea that ICL predicates are transitives and eDCL predicates are unaccusatives, 
and also their aspectual interpretation. Based on their analysis, they argue that the 
eDCL predicates cluster three properties: syntactic unaccusativity, telicity and 
nonagentivity. Despite the fact that B&B do not explicitly cite the properties that the 
ICL exhibits, it can be inferred in their analysis that the ICL is often associated with 
syntactic transitivity, telicity and agentivity. While we agree to B&B's analysis that 
eDCL predicates are associated with unaccusatives and nonagentivity, and ICL 
predicates correlate to agentive transitives, we withhold the idea that these classifiers 
encode the meanings related to telicity. In fact, the claim that these classifiers relate to 
aspectual interpretation suggests that they are only an eventive marker which can 
appear in bound events, such as an achievement and an accomplishment, but not in 
unbounded events such as an activity. However, in most of ASL literature, it is often 
suggested that in the verbal predicates, aspectual properties are often mediated by 
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movement (Fischer 1973，Supalla & Newport 1978; Klima & Bellugi 1979; Newkirk 
1980; Brentari 1998; and among others), rather than by the classifiers. The view in 
fact is also supported by the data shown in HKSL, since the two classifiers can be used 
in both bound events and unbound events: 
(23 a) ‘ The man hammered the iron bar.， (Figure 4-1) 
D H ： M A L E : H A M M E R [ H A N D L E : \ 
B H : I R O N - B A R \ CL: H A M M E R _ A _ 
\ S O L I D 
J - O B J E C T 
/ [ H A N D L E : FL/ 
/ . SASS: 
NDH： A _ S O L I D _ O B J E C T [SASS: ‘ 
(23b) 'The man is hammering the iron bar.' (Figure 4-2) 
D H : M A L E : H A M M E R [ H A N D L E : ft] \ 
B H : I R O N - B A R \ CL: H A M M E R _ A _ 
\ S O L I D 
〉 一 O B J E C T 
/ [ H A N D L E : ^ / 
/ SASS: 
NDH： A _ S O L I D _ O B J E C T [SASS: 
(24a) 'The boat floats and stops under the bridge.' (Figure 4-3) 
D H ： F L O A T [SASS: \ 
B H ： B O A T B R I D G E \ CL: FLOAT— 
\ A N D 一 
\ R E A C H— 
\ U N D E R 
\ _ A _ 3 D _ 
/ SEMI-
/ C I R C L E 
/ - O B J E C T 
/ [SASS: 
/ 作] 
NDH： A _ 3 D _ S E M I - C I R C L E _ 0 B J E C T [SASS: ？)^]‘ 
(24b) 'The boat is floating away.， (Figure 4-4) 
B O A T C L : B O A T _ F L O A T— A W A Y [SASS: FR] 
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(23a) and (24a) are the examples of an achievement; (23b) and (24b) are the 
examples of an activity. As indicated, the handshapes manifested in (23a) versus (23b) 
and (24a) versus (24b) are exactly the same. In (23a) and (23b), a HANDLE S-
handshape ( f j ) is used to imitate the man holding a hammer, while in (24a) and (24b), 
the size and shape of the boat is replicated by a SASS B-handshape (fV). However, 
what contrasts the articulations of an achievement and an activity is the movement that 
the handshapes are associated. In (23a), the S-handshape of the predicate CL: 
HAMMER_A_SOLID—OBJECT involves a single tensed downward pivot movement 
and it ends with a hold motion^ (see figure 4-1), hence indicating that the man 
hammering the iron bar once only. In (24b), however, the sign involves a repeated and 
tensed downward pivot movement without a hold at the end. This suggests that the 
man is hammering the iron bar for not only once, but repeatedly (see figure 4-2). 
Similarly, in example (24a), the 白-handshape (f^) of predicate CL: 
BOAT_FLOAT_UNDER THE BRIDGE is articulated in a horizontal path movement 
from point a to point b and there is a hold at the end of the movement (see figure 4-3)， 
thus suggesting that the boat floats to a certain location, i.e. the bridge in this example, 
and stops moving. In contrast, the verbal classifier predicate in (24b) is signed by a 
horizontal path movement only, and therefore indicating that the boat is floating to 
8 Brentari (1998) identifies seven types of movement: (1) path movement; (2) path features; (3) local 
movements; (4) simple movements; (5) complex movements; (6) lexical movements and (7) 
transitional movements. She characterizes that movements are prosodic features, for instance, arc, 
trilled, repeat, pivot, etc. Other sign linguists such as Supalla and Newkirt (1982) also analyze 
movement as a kind of features. For details, readers please refer to Brentari (1998) and Supalla and 
Newkirt (1982). 
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somewhere and without an end-point (see figure 4-4). As noticed in these examples, 
whether the articulations are perceived as a bound event or unbound event depends on 
the movement of the signs, but not the classifiers. This is to say, it is the movement 
that marks the aspectual interpretation. Therefore, we refute the claim that the 
classifiers in the signed languages encode the meanings of telicity. 
4.4.2 The functional projection - verbal classifier phrase (VCLP) 
A question then arises: being a functional category, what properties do the 
classifiers exemplify? It is generally assumed that affixes should have specific 
semantic and categorial properties. For instance, the functional category Tense (T), 
being an affix, has the semantic property of denoting tense, and the categorial property 
of being a verbal affix. If the classifiers in the signed languages are functional 
categories, it is tenable to assume that they should have specific categorial and 
semantic properties as well. We might propose that the classifiers in question have the 
categorial property of verbal affixes. In fact, it is not surprising, because our HKSL 
data show that the HANDLE classifier and SASS classifier are the overt bound 
morphemes that adjoin to the movement, given the assumption that the latter one is the 
root of the verbal predicate. Therefore, it is plausible to suggest that the classifiers 
would specify the verb as the lexical category to which it can attach. 
In Chapter Three, we have already provided ample evidence to show that the 
'selectional criterion' of the HANDLE and SASS classifiers in HKSL is based on the 
arguments that they are associated with. It is shown that in the lexical causative 
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constructions, when the verbs select volitional agents as the external argument, the 
HANDLE classifier is often adopted. Otherwise, no matter in the causative 
constructions or unaccusatives, the verbal predicates are often associated with the 
SASS classifier when the verbs take the arguments which are non-agentive. 
Apparently, these classifiers have the semantic property of marking the agentivity. 
Given that the HANDLE classifier often correlates with the agent arguments, 
whereas the SASS classifier is associated with non-agentive arguments, it is feasible 
to propose that the former one would encode a [+agentive] feature, whereas the latter 
would encode a [-agentive] feature. We further propose that these classifiers would 
posit in the head of a functional category, VCLP, which selects a VP as its complement. 
The functional head VCL of this VCLP, is assigned an agentivity feature, [土 A] value: 
[+A] value for the agentive interpretation and [-A] value for the non-agentive 
interpretation. Within the feature checking mechanism, the agentivity feature of the 
functional head VCL and that of the classifier have to be matched with each other and 
checked off so as to obtain the agentive reading ([+A] value) and the non-agentive 
reading ([-A] value). In other words, we assume that the agentivity feature [土A] is a 
morphological feature that is inherent in the functional head VCL as well as in the 
classifiers. 
As we propose, in the model of our analysis, the functional head of VCLP can 
be either [+A] or [-A] value, depending on which classifiers posit in it. Given that the 
spec of VCLP is within the checking domain of the [土 agentive] feature, it is feasible 
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to suggest that the constituent positing in the specifier of VCLP should match with the 
value specified in the head of VCLP. If the HANDLE classifier occupies the head of 
VCLP, the VCL will mark a [+A] feature, and the category occupying the spec must be 
the argument which has a [+agentive] reading. In this case, it would be the external 
argument which is assigned the theta-role of Agent. However, if the spec of VCLP is 
occupied by a non-agentive argument, its [-A] feature does not match with the [+A] 
feature of the head of the projection. Hence the derivation will crash because the 
features in the two positions mismatch with each other. On the other hand, if the SASS 
occupies the head of VCLP, the constituent occupying the spec must be the argument 
having a [-agentive] reading. Hence, in the causative and transitive constructions, it 
would be the external argument which is not an Agent, but natural forces or 
instruments which are non-agentive and are regarded as Causers only, to posit in the 
spec position. In the unaccusative constructions, on the other hand, it would be the 
internal argument which is assigned the theta-role of Theme occupying the spec 
position. 
As argued before, the classifiers in the signed languages are overt bound 
morphemes and are affixal in nature, and therefore they have to be attached to the 
verbs in order to be morphologically realized at the surface structure. If they are not 
attached to the verbs, the derivation will crash because it contains a stranded affix. In 
order to save the stranded affix, the main verbs will merge with the classifiers at PF, 
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thus yielding the inflected form of the verbs.^ Since Merge operation at PF does not 
require feature-checking, it is feasible that the raising verb does not carry any V-
features. 
This analysis of verb raising to the VCLP suggested here is not in line with 
the principle of Greed (self serving Last Resort) stated by Chomsky (1995). The 
principle states that Merge or Move operation can be done to an element a if its 
morphological properties cannot be itself satisfied. In this analysis, however, because 
of the existence of a stranded affix, that is, the classifiers, the verb has to raise to the 
VCLP in order to save it. The verb itself does not have to raise at the surface level 
because it does not have any morphological requirement to be satisfied. In this way, it 
is suggested that the verb movement here is not motivated by the principle of Greed. 
However, Lasnik (1995a, 1995b) suggests a slightly weakened version of Greed to 
account for such kind of operation. Enlightened Self Interest, as he proposes, claims 
that the 'movement of an element a to P must be for the satisfaction of formal 
requirements of a or P' (Lasnik 1995b, p.9). Therefore, the element a will move to 
adjoin the element p because it has to satisfy the morphological requirement of the 
latter one. Hence, in our case, the verb raises to adjoin the classifier at PF because the 
morphological realization of the classifier has to be satisfied. 
Assuming that the classifiers must posit in the head of the functional 
9 Matsuoka (1997) also holds a similar view that aspect in ASL is an inflectional head which projects 
AspP. This asp head is an affix and it needs to be syntactically dependent on a verb at the overt level. 
Therefore, the verb will raise to the AspP and merge with the [asp] affix (p. 135). For details, reader s 
please refer to Matsuoka (1997). 
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projection VCLP, the picture sketched here can thus explicate the causative and 
transitive constructions in HKSL in a systematic way. In the lexical causative 
constructions, for instance, the spec of vp and the spec of VP are strictly reserved for 
the arguments. The internal argument is base-generated in the spec of VP, whereas the 
external argument is based generated in the spec of vp. In order for the verb 
originating as the head V in the lower V to be realized as a legitimate object at LF, it 
has to check for its causative feature. This can be done via moving to the causative 
head v of vp, which serves as its checking domain. Since the lower verb has raised to 
the causative head, the local relation between the verb and the external argument is 
established. In contrast, if the lower V does not raise to the upper v, the abstract 
[+cause] feature will be stranded at LF because no feature checking is implemented at 
this stage. Thus the derivation will crash due to its failure in satisfying the Principle of 
Full Interpretation (FI). Hence, the lower V has to raise to the upper v via overt 
syntactic movement so that the derivation can converge. The verb accordingly will 
generate a causative meaning. 
In addition, if the verb chooses a volitional agent as its external argument, the 
HANDLE classifier will then be merged in the head of the VCLP which is supposed to 
be situated directly above the vp. The head of this VCLP will hence denote a [+A] 
reading. While the causative verb selects the non-agentive argument as its external 
argument, the SASS classifier will occupy the head of the VCLP which denotes a [-
A] reading. The causative verb，which originates as the head v of vp, has to raise to the 
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head of VCLP and merge with the HANDLE classifier, for instance, in order to satisfy 
the morphological requirement due to the affixal nature of the classifiers. The external 
argument, which is assigned the theta-role of Agent, must raise to the spec of VCLP in 
order to get the spec-head agreement, that is, the [+A] value of this NP will check off 
the [+A] value of the agentivity feature of the functional head VCLP. The local 
relation between the verb and the external argument is still maintained: 
(25) VCLP 
DP [+A] VCL’ I 
'AboYi' VCL vp 
• 八 
“ ' b o u n C C j ' [HANDLE] D P V’ 
• [+A] 
“ ti V VP I 
tj [.cause] D P V， 
t 
‘a ball’ V XP 
tj 
I 
In the above paradigm, the verb ‘bounce, originated in the lower V moves 
into upper v in order to ensure its causative feature. The verb still has a local relation 
with the external argument ‘A boy\ which will be theta-marked and case-marked by it. 
The external argument will then move further to the spec of TP in order to get the 
nominative Case. In addition, the internal argument in the spec of VP, also has a local 
relation with the trace of the causative verb. The verb will assign the theta-role and the 
accusative Case to it. Seen in this light, the relation between the Causer and Causee 
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with the causative verb is hence established. 
The operation in the transitive predicates in HKSL is also similar to that in the 
causative predicates. However, the difference between them is that the abstract 
[+cause] feature is not encoded in the head v of upper vp in the transitives. Rather, the 
head v of upper vp is a null light verb which only denotes a performative sense. The 
predicative verb will raise to the head v of vp and further raise to adjoin the classifier 
in order to avoid morpheme stranding, i.e. the classifier will be stranded if it is not 
merged with the verb. The external argument originating as the spec of vp will also 
move to the spec of VCLP in order to check off the features with the head of the 
functional projection. 
(26) VCLP 
D P [+A] VCL， 
' T h e g i r l i ， V C L " ^ ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ 
T 
'holdj' [HANDLE] DP V’ 
牛 [ + A � 
t： V VP ^ I 
t： DP V’ 
^ I 八 
' the earring' V XP 
tj 
I 
The diagram here reveals the simple transitive verb structures in HKSL. 
While the verb raises to merge with the HANDLE classifier, the verb does not encode 
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any causative meaning since it does not need to ensure its causative feature with the 
relevant checking domain. The external argument and the internal argument still hold 
the relation with the simple transitive verb. The analysis herein can therefore maintain 
the general distinction between the transitive and causative verbal predicates. 
Nonetheless, it is worth noting that we leave aside the actual word order involved in 
the causative/transitive structures. While the word order of the actual signing 
articulations in HKSL is often SOV when the verb is incorporated into the classifiers, 
the paradigms represented here just explicate how the verb movement is triggered due 
to the feature checking mechanism, and most importantly, how the causative and 
transitive verb structures can be distinguished. Therefore, the word order represented 
here is still SVO order which is not compatible to the word order that the lexical 
causative is exemplified. Nevertheless, the paradigms are still feasible in explicating 
the different verbal behaviors in HKSL. 
How are the unaccusative predicates realized at the syntactic level in HKSL? 
Being an unaccusative verb, the verb does not have an external theta-role and it takes 
only one argument, the internal argument. Therefore, there is no motivation for the 
structure to project a higher vp shell. But the verb will still raise from the head V of 
VP to adjoin to the head of VCLP which is occupied by the SASS classifiers, since the 
verb selects a non-agentive entity as its argument. The internal argument, that is, the 
theme，which is base-generated in the spec of VP, will also move to the spec of VCLP 
in order to check off the [-A] feature with the functional head of VCLP which also has 
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a [-A] value. The unaccusative verb structure for a sentence like ‘The ball bounced'' 
will have a representation as follows: 
(27) VCLP 
DP VCL’ I 
‘The ballj VCL VP 
t 八 
' b o u n c e j ' [SASS] D P V ' 
个[-A] I 八 
tj V X P 
I I 
In (27)，the verb ‘bounce, raises to the head of VCLP in order to avoid the 
stranding classifier morpheme at PR The verb will assign the theta-role of Theme to 
the internal argument, but it cannot Case mark its direct object because it lacks case-
assignment ability. Therefore, the internal argument has to move up to the Case 
position, that is, the spec of TP in order to get the nominative Case, due to the 
Extended Projection Principle. Hence, an unaccusative predicate is yielded. 
We have provided ample evidence to show that the classifiers in HKSL are 
functional categories and their effects on argument structure And we have also 
illustrated how they influence the derivations of the causative/transitive and 
unaccusative pairs, particularly they help maintain the general distinction between the 
causative and transitive verb structures. As noticed, our syntactic analysis for the 
classifiers in HKSL is different from B&B's discussion in several ways. First, our 
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analysis suggests that the HANDLE and SASS classifiers occupy the head of a 
functional projection VCLP, while B&B's analysis suggests that the classifiers are the 
syntactic heads of the functional projection. Secondly, we propose that the functional 
head VCL encodes the interpretation of agentivity, whereas in their discussion the 
verbal classifier function projections encode the meanings related to telicity. Thirdly, 
we maintain that the internal argument will get the accusative case from the transitive 
verb in the spec of VP, whereas they propose that the internal argument will check the 
Case in the spec of the ICL functional projection since it carries the Case feature. 
4.5 An alternative approach 
So far, we have observed that in HKSL the causative events can be 
represented by two types of constructions: the serial verb constructions and the lexical 
causative constructions. The former one is used to express the causative eventuality 
when the causing event, i.e. the activity part, and the resulting state cannot be 
morphologically realized by a single verbal classifier predicate. Rather, the two sub-
events must be individually signed, in which each part is associated with a verbal 
predicate. On the other hand, the causative eventuality is demonstrated by a lexical 
causative variant when both activity part and resulting state can be morphologically 
expressed by a single verbal predicate. 
Besides，we have also pointed out that classifiers do not relate to aspectual 
interpretation in signed languages. Instead, it is believed that movement is the 
phonological parameter that expresses aspectual value (Klima & Bellugi 1979; 
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Supalla & Newport 1978; Newkirk 1980; Brentari 1998). In fact, as we argue in 
Section 4.4.1, the activity verbs in HKSL are often represented in a repeated 
movement or a path movement without a hold motion or an endpoint, which often 
signify the atelic meaning: 
(28) ‘The man is hammering the iron bar.， 
D H : M A L E : H A M M E R [ H A N D L E : FI] 
B H : I R O N - B A R \ CL: H A M M E R _ A _ 
\ S O L I D _ O B J E C T 
/ [HANDLE:F^/ 
/ SASS: 
NDH： A _ S O L I D _ O B J E C T [SASS: ’ 
(29) 'The boat is floating away. ’ 
B O A T C L : B O A T _ F L O A T _ A W A Y [ S A S S : FT^] 
As suggested, the sign of the classifier predicate CL: HAMMER A SOLID OBECT 
in (28) involves a repeated and tensed downward pivot movement without a hold 
motion at the end, thus suggesting that the man is not only hammering the iron bar 
once，but in a continuous manner. Likewise, in (29), the verbal classifier predicate CL: 
BOAT FLOAT AWAY is signed by a horizontal path movement only, and therefore 
indicating that the boat is floating to somewhere and without an end-point. As 
indicated by these examples, if the articulation of a repeated movement or a path 
movement without an endpoint shows that the action is in a progressive aspect, then it 
is possible to suggest that some of the lexical causative sentences that we have 
proposed, such as (32) and (33)，are quite disparate from other lexical causative 
variants，as in (30) and (31). The examples (32) and (33), as shown, may denote the 
activities only, rather than accomplishments that consist of both activity part and 
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resulting state, since the movements of the signs in (32) and (33) are articulated in a 
repeated manner: 
(30) ‘A girl hang a picture on the wall.’ 
W A L L F E M A L E - C H I L D P I C T U R E CL: H A N G 2 D F L A T O B J E C T O N A 
一 一 — 一 一 一 
V E R T I C A L - P L A N E [ H A N D L E : FF/FF] 
(31) 'A boy closed a door. ’ 
D H ： M A L E - C H I L D CL: C L O S E _ A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L— P L A N E \ 
[ H A N D L E : ft] \ 
B H ： D O O R / 
NDH： A _ F L A T _ V E R T I C A L _ P L A N E [SASS: FT] ^ 
DH: 
B H : CL: C L O S E _ A _ F L A T— V E R T I C A L - P L A N E [ H A N D L E : ft / SASS: ft] 
NDH: 
(32) 'A boy bounced a ball. ’ 
M A L E - C H I L D B A L L CL: B O U N C E _ A 3 D _ R 0 U N D _ 0 B J E C T [ H A N D L E : I^] 
(33) 'A boy stood the books on a book-shelf.' 
B O O K - S Q U A R E M A L E - C H I L D B O O K CL: S T A N D _ B O O K _ O N _ B O O K -
SQUARE [HANDLE: -g^] 
In (30)，the movement of the transitive verb HANG is indicated by a single upward 
extension of the forearms roughly from the signer's chest and ends with a hold motion, 
hence imitating that the external argument FEMALE-CHILD is hanging only a picture 
on the wall. In (31)，on the other hand, the verb CLOSE involves a single supination 
of the forearm of the dominant hand, thus suggesting that the boy closed the door once. 
In signed languages, verbs with a single movement or a hold motion at the end of the 
path movement often imply the resultant states of the activities. In other words, the 
resulting state of an accomplishment verb is frequently expressed in a hold motion at 
the end of a single movement or a path movement. In fact, this is not surprising, 
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because some stative verbs in signed languages such as HAVE in HKSL are always 
represented with a hold motion: 
(34) 'The man has a car.' (Figure 4-5) 
MALE CAR HAVE [^] 
As Newkirk (1980) suggests, verbs without path m o v e m e n t � are more stative in 
meaning. In (34)，the verb HAVE signed in a T-handshape (fj.) in HKSL is articulated 
through a straight and upward pivot movement contacting the lower jaw of the signer 
with a hold motion at the end. The movement as suggested, is epenthetic' ' because it 
does not entail any lexical meaning. Therefore, if the movements of the verbs are 
represented by a hold manner at the end of the path movement, these verbs, can be 
regarded as single accomplishment verbs that denote both the activity and the 
resulting state of the causative eventualities, which can be exemplified in the examples 
(30) and (31). 
On the contrary, the movements of the verbs in sentences (32) and (33) are 
not in a single movement or a path movement with a hold manner. Instead, these verbs 
are articulated in a repeated manner. For instance, the verb BOUNCE in (32) is signed 
in a repeated and vertical pivoting manner, thereby indicating that the boy is bouncing 
the ball repeatedly, not just once. Similarly, in (33)，the movement of the HANDLE 
classifier predicate involves a series of single pivot movement away from the signer's 
neutral body, hence suggesting that the boy is standing not only one book on the 
10 According to Brentari (1998)，lexical movements are specifications in underlying representation for a 
lexeme or an affix. Path movement, path features, local movements, simple movements and complex 
m?二�ents are all the examples of lexical movements. For detailed, readers can refer to Brentari (1998， 
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bookshelf, but at least several books. Given that the movements in these examples are 
articulated in a repeated manner, it is possible to suggest that the verbal classifier 
predicates in (32) and (33) denote the activity part only, which has the atelic aspectual 
meaning. These examples, as contrast to our previous analysis, are not lexical 
causative variants. Instead, they are the activity verbs that do not encode any resulting 
state，which is the crucial sub-event in the causative construction. Consequently, it is 
tenable to suggest that only the verbs that are articulated with a single movement or a 
hold manner at the end of a path movement and are morphologically realized by a 
verbal classifier can be regarded as the lexical causative variants in HKSL. 
If the examples (31) and (32) are in fact activity verbs, how are the resulting 
states of the activities presented? One possible alternative is that a serial verb 
construction may be used to denote both the activity part and the resulting state. In 
other words, an additional SASS classifier predicate, which denotes the resulting state 
of the activity, will be used: 
(35) 'A boy bounced a ball.’ 
MALE-CHILD BALL CL: BOUNCE—A 3D_ CL: A_3D_R0UND_ 
ROUND-OBJECT OBJECT—BOUNCE 
[HANDLE: [SASS: 
(36) 'A boy stood the books on a book-shelf. ' 




As demonstrated, the additional SASS classifier predicate CL: 
“Epenthetic movement is a transitional movement that does not entail any lexical meaning. 
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A一3D_R0UND—O B J E C T — B O U N C E in (35) denotes that the ball bounced because 
of the bouncing action of the boy, whereas the SASS classifier predicate CL: 
BOOK_STAND_ON_BOOK-SQUARE suggests that the resulting state of the books 
standing on the bookshelf is because of the boy's putting them on it. These two SASS 
classifier predicates, are associated with the internal arguments only, i.e. BALL and 
BOOK in (35) and (36) respectively. Despite the fact that we do not have evidence in 
suggesting that serial verb constructions are preferable in expressing the activity part 
and the resulting state of these verbs, our hypothesis is still tenable since such 
constructions are often used to express the causative eventualities in HKSL, especially 
when the verbs select natural forces or instruments as the external argument. 
Nonetheless, further investigation should be done in order to find out if there exists 
other grammatical devices to express the causative eventualities of these verbs. 
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4.6 Chapter summary 
In this chapter, we have argued that the causative and unaccusative pairs in 
HKSL display a non-directional alternation. We propose that these two predicates are 
two lexical entries in the lexicon, in which they are morphologically associated with 
different verbal classifiers, the HANDLE classifier and SASS classifier. Following the 
VP shell analysis, we argue that there is an abstract [+cause] feature in the head v o fvp , 
and the verb would entail the causative meaning when it moves from the lower V of 
VP for the feature checking process. We also suggest that the classifiers associated 
with the verbs are functional categories which occupy the head of a functional 
projection VCLP. We argue that the projection of this functional head helps to 
differentiate the general distinction between the transitive and causative variants in 
HKSL. Furthermore, this VCLP encodes [土agentive] features, and the realization of 
the [土A] value will depend on which classifier posits in the head. The HANDLE and 
SASS classifiers, being affixal in nature, are required to merge with the verbs which 
move to the head of VCLP in order to satisfy the morphological realization of the 
classifiers. Moreover, the constituent occupying the spec of VCLP must match the 
feature associated in the head of the functional head so as to satisfy the spec head 
agreement. 
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Chapter 5: Suggestions for future research 
In this thesis, we have demonstrated that causative alternation exists in 
Hong Kong Sign Language by showing the distinctive use of the classifiers 
associated with the causative and unaccusative constructions. We also illustrate 
that the alternation is only taken place when the verbs select volitional agents as the 
external argument in the causative construction, in which a HANDLE classifier is 
often associated with the verbal predicate. The unaccusative variant, on the other 
hand，is made use of a SASS classifier. Furthermore, we demonstrate that a serial 
verb construction with two verbal SASS classifier predicates is often resulted when 
the external argument is non-agentive argument, such as instruments and natural 
forces. We attribute that this may be the notion of agentivity that affects the 
morphological realization of the causatives. As we have shown, the eventualities, 
including the causing event associated with the external argument, and the resulting 
state associated with the internal argument, can be simultaneously co-articulated by 
the HANDLE verbal classifier because it often agrees with the two arguments. 
This classifier, as we have presented, always correlates with the external argument 
which is an agent only. On the other hand, the two subevents in the causative 
construction in which the verb selects non-agentive argument must be sequentially 
articulated by the two SASS classifier predicates because each verbal classifier can 
only be co-referential to either the external argument or internal argument. 
Moreover，we have further proposed a syntactic analysis for these two types 
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of classifiers. We claim that they bear a [土agentive] feature and occupy the head of 
the functional projection VCLP, which is above VP. In particular, we provide 
evidence to suggest that a [+cause] feature posits in the upper v o f v p , where a verb 
would entail a causative meaning when it moves to the position. This account, as 
we argue, helps explicate the general distinction between the transitive and causative 
verb structures in HKSL. 
At the first attempt to investigate causative alternation in HKSL, our thesis 
is limited in scope and some other interesting issues have not been addressed. At 
least three questions arise out of this work for future research. As regards the 
identification of causative and unaccusative pairs other than the distinctive use of the 
classifiers, our experiment fails to elicit sufficient non-manual features such as eyes 
aversion and body shift for analysis because these features are often found in a 
discourse context，rather than in short and simple sentences. Although we have 
suggested that the non-manual features may not be the crucial cues to distinguish the 
causative and unaccusatve pairs in HKSL, it goes without saying that they play no 
role at all. Our result as least shows that sometimes eye-gaze can co-occur in both 
causative and unaccusative variants, even though the variants can still be acceptable 
if the non-manual signals are removed. Therefore, the possibility that these 
features may partly play a role in causative alternation cannot be refuted. Further 
research can be done to verify their importance in realizing the 
causative/uanccusative pairs. 
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We have also tried to extend our analysis of the causative alternation to the 
passive constructions in HKSL. We have shown that in the constructions where the 
theme becomes the grammatical subject, a HANDLE classifier is still co-articulated 
with the verbal predicate even though the external argument is absent. Different 
from the spoken languages that the external argument can appear at the s-surface by 
inserting it into the adjunct position with ‘by-phrase，，the observation in HKSL 
suggests that the external argument in the passive constructions is already bound in 
argument structure and it cannot be projected in the s-surface. As proposed, this 
preliminary observation reveals a similar pattern to the passive constructions as 
shown in ASL. Nonetheless, as we have suggested, unlike the findings in ASL, 
non-manual signals such as role-prominence clitics are seldom found in our data. 
Although we suggest that the use of the HANDLE classifier and the absence of the 
external argument may provide cues for identifying this kind of constructions, they 
may not offer a full-fledged account in explicating such phenomenon. Non-manual 
features may also play partly in the construction. Furthermore, is it the case that 
only verbs which are associated with the HANDLE classifier can give rise to a 
passive construction? Given that some verbs in the signed language do not 
associate with classifiers, how do they present the passive construction if it is the 
case? Future research is therefore recommended to find out what other elements 
govern the passive constructions in HKSL. 
Recall that a SOV [HANDLE ] order is often yielded in our lexical causative 
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constructions when the verb is incorporated into the classifier. In Chapter Three, 
we propose that it may be partly attributable to the lexical semantic criteria that the 
causative verbs have to assign an affected patient role and therefore they have to take 
a classifier in the predicate. The affected patient entity, is then necessarily to be 
articulated before the verb in order to be the antecedent of the classifier, since the 
latter has to be co-referential to it. Although it may be a possible explanation for the 
word order in the lexical causative construction, two other possibilities can also be 
suggested. One possible explanation is that topicalization may take part in the 
lexical causative construction in HKSL. In fact, it is not surprising, because some 
spoken languages, such as Chinese, being taken as a SVO language on the surface 
structure (Mei 1980; Huang 1982，Sun and Givon 1985), always has an alternative 
order SOV, which is commonly assumed to be derived under the analysis of double 
topicalization (Xu and Langedoen 1985;Tang 1990; Lin 1992): 
(1) Wo jiu bu he le. 
I liquor not drink ASP 
‘I won' t drink liquor anymore. ' 
(2) Guorong (lian) chou doufu ye xihuan 
Guorong even smelly beancurd also like 
'Guorong even likes smelly beancurd. ' 
(Ernst & Wang 1995，P.235) 
As claimed, the objects jiu ‘liquor, and chou doufu ‘smelly beancurd" first move to 
the sentential initial position to become a topic and are assumed to adjoin to IP, 
hence forming the sentence in (3) and (4): 
(3) Jiu wo bu he le 
liquor I not drink ASP 
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'I won't drink liquor anymore.' 
(4) (lian) chou doufu Guorong ye xihuan 
even smelly beancurd Guorong also like 
'Guorong even likes smelly beancurd.' 
(Ernst & Wang 1995, p.236) 
Whereas the subjects wo T and ‘Guorong' may then subsequently topicalize across 
the object, and therefore resulting in the SOV order in (1) and (2)\ 
A possible way to realize the existence of topicalization in languages is that 
the topic elements often come along with linguistic elements. For instance, in 
Chinese, both subject and object in a SOV sentence are often followed by 'comma 
intonation', and/or a topic particle like ‘a, or ‘ya,. In English, on the other hand, 
besides using a topic marker such as ‘as for", the topics are often stressed. In 
signed language literature, it is also suggested that there exists topicalization. In 
ASL, for instance, two types of topics^ can be generally identified: moved and based-
generated topics. Each is associated with different non-manual markings. Briefly 
speaking, the topicalized elements always come along with widened eyes, raised 
eyebrow, different head position or a slight pause after the topic constituents. 
These non-manual markings, as suggested, serve as reliable indicators for 
recognizing topicalization in ASL. As we have previously addressed that in HKSL, 
though no systematic non-manual features appear in the lexical causative and 
1 It is argued that the movements of two nominals are independently necessary and therefore the 
analysis of double topicalization still respects to the Principle of Economy. 
2 In the literature, topics are often divided into two types: discourse topics and focus topics. In the 
discourse analysis, topics function to set the scene or establish what will be talked about, whereas the 
focus topics, which is based on the syntactic perspective, introduce an entity to be focused on in 
contrast to another, with respect to the following comment. We only focus on the syntactic 
perspective here. 
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unaccusative constructions due to the design of our experiment, it by no means 
implies that topicalization does not take place in the lexical causative constructions. 
Some of the external arguments and internal arguments, in our data, are sometimes 
accompanied by eye-gazes and followed by a slight pause. Despite the fact that these 
features may be caused by a number of factors, either from linguistic or nonlinguistic 
aspects, such as a constituent boundary or simply a moment of hesitation of signers, 
further research should be conducted in order to examine the role of these features in 
the lexical causative constructions. 
Another possible explanation for the SOV order in the lexical causatives is 
that HKSL may allow for the rightward movement of verbs. In the general 
literature, it is often suggested that the overt syntactic movement universally occurs 
leftward (Kayne 1994)，and therefore the rightward movement is regarded to be 
illegitimate. However, there has been some controversy recently about whether the 
Universal Grammar (UG) allows for the rightward movement across languages. In 
ASL, for instance, it is shown that when wh-movement occurs, the wh-phrase may 
possibly move rightward to the specifier of CP [Spec, CP]. Evidence for this analysis 
comes from both basic word order facts and the distribution of non-manual syntactic 
markings associated with the [+wh] feature. Neidle et. al (2000) suggest that the wh-
phrase in ASL can remain in situ or occupy the clause final position. If it ever moves 
to the clause final position, it is suggested that it is a rightward movement and the 
wh-phrase will be at the [Spec, CP] to check for the [+wh] feature in C. Moreover, 
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it is claimed that the movement is associated with the spread of non-manual marking 
such as furrowed brows, squinted eyes and a slight side-to-side head shake, which 
covers the c-command domain of C (Neidle et al. 2000, p.111). If the observation 
of the rightward movement is legitimate in UG, it can be proposed that the causative 
verbs in our data also have to raise out of vp and move rightward to merge with the 
classifiers in the functional head of VCLP in order to yield a SOV order. This 
rightward head movement would therefore signal that the functional projection 
VCLP may be head-final in nature. Although we propose that the rightward 
movement to the VCLP may possibly take place, in order to verify such movement is 
allowed and the functional projection VCLP is head final, a more complete theory of 
functional categories of HKSL is needed to examine other phenomena from the 
viewpoint of current linguistic theory. These phenomena should at least include 
negative constructions, wh-questions as well as other sentence patterns, whose 
functional heads are suspected to be head final. In addition, as we have suggested, 
topicalization may also be one of the possibilities that trigger the SOV pattern. 
What governs this pattern and whether this element is attributable to the process of 
topicalization or right movement cannot be satisfactorily explicated unless future 
research is carried out. 
As an attempt to investigate the linguistic issues in HKSL, our thesis is 
limited in scope and only few issues have been covered. However, our result at 
least shows that HKSL is a natural language that reflects the property of Universal 
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Grammar. Much research remains to be done for a better understanding of HKSL 
and other signed languages so that such cross- linguistic observation will help to 
reflect more about the typological distribution of the various linguistic phenomena in 
the visual-gestural modality. 
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Appendix 1: Notational conventions 
MAN BALLlEnglish glosses in capital letters are given to all of the 
BOUNCE signs in the thesis. These glosses are the closest 
translations of the signs. 
‘A man bounced a ball' Full English translations of signed sentences are given 
in single quotation marks. 
R U B B I S H - C Y L I N D E R S o m e t i m e s the meaning of a sign may not be 
represented by a single word in English only but 
complex glosses are needed. In this case, the glosses are 
connected by hyphens to indicate that the single sign is 
represented by words in English as a whole. 
^ ~ ~ 'CL' stands for classifier predicates 
e.g. CL： A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT_B0UNCE : a c lass i f ier 
predicate which means ‘a ball bounced, 
A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL A series of English words connected by underlines 
_RECTANGULAR_OBJE show: 
CT 1) a pro form of an individual sign 
DOOR A—2D_FLAT_VERTICAL—RECTANGULAR-OBJECT 
Sometimes a proform will be articulated immediately 
after a sign which acts as an antecedent of the proform. 
In this example, 
A 2D FLAT VERTICAL RECTANGULAR OBJECT 一 一 一 — — 
is the proform of the sign 'DOOR' , which is its 
antecedent. 
2) a proform of an individual sign in a classifier 
predicate 
BALL CL: A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT_B0UNCE 
A proform of the individual sign is usually transcribed 
in the classifier predicate, showing that the classifier 
predicate is coreferential to the individual sign. In this 
example, 'A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT ' in the classifier 
predicate is coreferential to its antecedent ‘BALL’. 
Supplemented glosses Supplemented glosses are used to complement the 
inadequacy of English glossing of classifier predicates 
HANDLE: handling classifier indicating manipulation 
of a volitional agent in transitive/causative sentences 
SASS: size-and-shape-specifier indicating the absence 
of a volitional agent in intransitive/unaccusative 
sentences, and some transitive/causative sentences when 
verbs selects the external argument other than volitional 
agents 
Handshape figures: the handshape units that signers 
choose for classifier predicates according to semantic 
] and discourse-pragmatic factors 
e.g. CL: BOUNCE—A_3D_R0UND—OBJECT 
[HANDLE: a classifier predicate indicating 'a 
volitional agent manipulating a ball by bouncing it 
DH: The transcription of a signed sentence is usually 
BH: represented in a linear sequential order. However, 
NDH: sometimes a signed sentence will be transcribed in three 
separate rows: DH (dominant hand), BH (both hands) 
and NDH (non-dominant hand), to show how signs are 
articulated simultaneously or sequentially by two 
separate hands. Two-handed signs are given at the BH 
line. 
Broken lines Sometimes a sign is being retained when another sign is 
produced. In this case, broken lines are used in indicate 
the retaining duration of the sign. 
For example, the signer holds the sign of a dustbin 
(A_3D_CYLINDERICAL_0BJECT) by his dominant 
hand while signing a verbal predicate 'BLOW by his 
dominant hand, as shown in the following example. 
DH： ( W I N D ) B L O W [SASS:FJ； ]^ 
BH： R U B B I S H - C Y L I N D E R 
N D H ; A _ 3 D _ C Y L I N D E R I C A L O B J E C T 
Connecting lines The connecting lines indicate the formation of a sign by 
two separate components. 
)
D H ： CL: V E H I C L E _ C R A S H [SASS: F)] 
B H ： W A L L \ CL: V E R T I C L E _ 
\ C R A S H 
\ _ A G A I N S T 
/ _A_FLAT_ 
/ W R T I C A L _ 
/ P L A N E 一 
[SASS: F)/ F)] NDH： A_FLAT—VERTICAL—PLANE [SASS: FT] 
In this example, the classifier predicate 'CL: 
VERTICLE_CRASH_AGAINST_A_FLAT_VERTICA 
L— PLANE' is composed of a classifier predicate 'CL: 
VEHICLE CRASH' (dominant hand) and a pro-form of 
the nomind ‘WALL’ - ‘A_FLAT_VERTICAL—PLANE’ 
(non-dominant hand). 
Appendix II Verb classes for the experiment 
Verb (a) lexical (b) unaccusative (c) lexical 
Classes/Individual causative variants variants without causative variants 
Verbs with unaccusative lexical causative without 
counterparts counterparts unaccusative 
counterparts 
Verb Classes 
Stand Verbs ~ 
Stand ~ / 
Hang / 





Pour - Z 
Spill — — V 
Manner of motion 
Verbs 
Coil 一 / 
Spin “ V ~ 
Roll V -
Swing / ~ “ 
Rotate Z 
Bounce ‘ 
Slide — V 一 
Spray/Load Verbs 
Scatter / 
Splash / — 
Drain 7 “ 
Accumulate Verbs — 
Amass 一 
Pile — / —-
Break Verbs 
Break 7 
Snap -/ “ 
Crash “ 7 “ Bend Verbs Z Z Z I I I I Z Z Z I Z ‘ 
Bend 7 
Tear ) ~ z 
Crumple ‘ 7 
Fold “ 7 
Individual Verbs ” “ 
Connect ^ 
Close — V “ — 





Shovel — Z 
Hook 一 Z — “ 
Deflate | | 
Appendix I I I : Picture Stimuli for the experiment 
1. A rope coiled around a post. J ~ \ 
J Y 
€ f 
2. A man coiled a rope around a post. 
I I_^  
3. A boy bounced a ball. 
私械_ 
m L/J 咖(ila 
4. A ball bounced. 
— 
5. The wind blew over a dustbin and as a result the dustbin overturned. zZi 
6. A dustbin overturned. 
Z] 
, a 
7. The rock hit the window of a car and as a result the window broke. 
^ a 
8. The window of a car broke. 
^^gftiiu._••””__• "“‘iiiiiii""""旧"iiinM^ 
.供 
9. A monkey bounced a ball with its tail. 
逢 
10. A crane moved the goods. 
Appendix IV Figures 




BALL CL: B 0 U N C E _ A _ 3 D _ 
R O U N D - O B J E C T 




Figure 3-3 'A man coiled a rope around a post.， 
LETTER CYLINDER 
Figure 3-4 ‘A rope coiled around a post. ’ 
•
1 




CL: A LONG THIN OBJECT — —  — 
COIL_AROUND_A_ 
CYLINDERICAL—OBJECT 
Figure 3-5 'A boy stood the books on a book-shelf.， 
BOOK SHELF 








CL: BOOK一 STAND_ON_BOOK-SQUARE 
Figure 3-7 ‘A girl hang a picture on the wall.‘ 
WALL 
FEMALE CHILD 
P I C T U R E CL: HANG_A_2D_FLAT—OBJECT一 
ON—A一VERTICAL-PLANE 
Figure 3 - 8 ‘ A picture hang on the wall.’ 
WALL 
瞧 
P I C T U R E CL: A_2D_FLAT_0BJECT_HANG 
ON_A_VERTICAL一PLANE 




Figure 3-10 'A boy closed a door.' 
mMM 
MALE CHILD 
I M I I 
DOOR 應_ 
CL: CLOSE一A_FLAT—VERTICAL—PLANE 
Figure 3-11 ‘A ladder leaned against the door. ’ 
LADDER 









Figure 3-13 'A man put a ladder and it leaned against the door.， m ilRM 
MALE 
LADDER 
o i ^ i 
CL: PUT—A_2D_FLAT_VERTICAL一OBJECT 




一V E R T I C A L — P L A N E 




Figure 3-15 'A baby tippled a bottle of milk and the milk spilt on the table.， 
TABLE BABY 
MM 
CL: TIPPLE—A_CYLINDERICAL—OBJECT MILK 
I & I H S ^ w t K t K t t t K m ^ - M K m 
CL: LIQUID_SPILL_FROM_A_CYLINDERICAL_OBJECT 
Figure 3-16 'A boy pulled the plug of a life buoy and it deflated. ’ 
MALE CHILD 
誦、IP 
m h i CL: PULL—PLUG WATER 
HI . M BUOY 
CL: A_3D_R0UND_0BJECT_DEFLATE 
Figure 3-17 'A man pulled the plug of a sink and the water leveled down.， 
MALE SINK 
H i i i 
CL: PULL-PLUG WATER CL: FLAT—SURFACE— 
G O - D O W N 
Figure 3-18 'A boy crumpled some pieces of paper. ’ 
m m 
MALE CHILD 
MSmx A： n .應• 
‘ 醫 靈、.』 i p f a p y a 
PAPER CL: CRUMPLE-FLAT—THIN-OBJECTS 
Figure 3-19 ‘A boy tore some pieces of paper.' 
MALE CHILD 
PAPER CL: TEAR-FLAT一THIN—OBJECTS 
Figure 3-20 'The papers got crumpled.’ 
響 了 i i 
PAPER CL: CRUMPLE_FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS 
CL: FLAT_THIN_OBJECTS_LIE 
Figure 3-21 'The papers got torn.‘ 
Bf j M i l i 
BWmUBWMfiWMfciW：:.::、:，、' ‘ . 一: — 
PAPER CL: TEAR_FLAT_THIN—OBJECTS 
CL: FLAT—THIN_OBJECTS_LIE 


















Mi W m m 
BLEND 
t - 德 飞 r n ^ m 
mM 
MIX 
Figure 3-25 ‘The wind blew over a dustbin and as a result the dustbin overturned. ’ 
圓 
RUBBISH CYLINDER 
BLOW CL: A_CYLINDER1CAL_ 
OBJECT—OVERTURN 
Figure 3-26 ‘The branch broke. ’ 
TREE 
、‘、，” 、聯* 、 -
( 沙 • ^ 备 \ i i i i i i幽丨丨 i � 
BRANCH 
CL: A—LONG-THIN—OB JECT一BREAK 
Figure 3-27 'The window of the car broke. ’ 
CAR 
WINDOW 
CL: A一FLAT PLANE-BREAK 






CL: HIT_A—LONG一THIN一 OBJECT 
CL: A_LONG_THIN_OBJECT_BREAK 






u -A. I. 
CL: A_FLAT_PLANE_BREAK 









Figure 3-32 'A dolphin bounced a ball with its mouth., 
SEA DOLPHIN 
MOUTH BALL 
CL: BOUNCE—A_ROUND 一O B J E C T 
Figure 3-33 ‘A monkey bounced a ball with its tail.， 
MONKEY TAIL 
BALL CL: BOUNCE—A_ROUND—OBJECT 
Figure 3-34 * 'A ball bounced itself.' 
M m 
BALL CL: A_ROUND_OBJECT_ ITSELF 
BOUNCE 
Figure 4-1 T h e man hammered the iron bar. ’ 
mM 
MALE IRON BAR 
B m i i m i i f f i 瑪 i i i J ^ B M f c M i i n i f c g L I •MIL r ^ l S ^ B B B i 
CL: HAMMER—ASOLID—OBJECT 
Figure 4-2 The man was hammemg the iron bar. 
？Iglpii；書 J., m mmm 
MALE IRON BAR 
i H 
CL: HAMMER—ASOLIDOBJECT 
Figure 4-3 The boat floats and stops under the bridge., 
V ^ ^ 二 ： 售 
幌 
H S I ^ « ^MHE^ H � vtmm 
BOAT m^m 
l i i B M BRIDGE 
CL: BOAT FLOAT AND REACH UNDER A 3D — — — — — — _ 
SEMI-CIRCLEOBJECT 
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